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ABSTRACT
TRANSLATING CODE, NOT RAMMING DOWN DOORS:
A CULTURAL-AWARENESS PEDAGOGICAL APPROACH
IN AN ESL TUTORING ENVIRONMENT
Sarah Suzannah Eastlund, Ph.D.
Department of English
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Doris Macdonald, Director
In her ground-breaking work Errors & Expectations, Mina Shaughnessy suggests that
freshman composition instructors learn how to empower their students by “understanding not
only...what is missing or awry but…why this is so” (1977a, p. 6). She believed that this
approach would help emerging writers by responding to individual learner needs in their contexts
of learning. This dissertation expands Shaughnessy’s notion of “basic writer” to include English
language learners while refining and reclaiming her approach for a one-on-one tutorial setting.
A unique cultural-awareness approach was designed for implementation in a tutorial
setting to engage learners in significant thought-based and error-based composition pedagogy.
In this mixed-methods case-study project, four student-participants were tutored in using the
cultural-awareness approach, and their spoken interactions and written reflections were analyzed
for evidence of culture-specific audience awareness. This research design, therefore, deepens the
discussion of the “what” and “why” of composition pedagogy to include issues of culture and
audience-awareness. Results provide mixed but generally positive support for the application of
the tutorial approach and justify modifying Shaughnessy’s approach to include ESL composition
pedagogy and andragogy.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
Like many an English as a Second Language (ESL) student, Chulsoo1 struggles most
with, in his words, “sounding American enough.” Over his roughly fifteen years of studying
English, he has learned a great deal of formal or prescriptive English grammar and is quite
proficient in its use. As his interest in pursuing a graduate writing degree in English would
indicate, Chulsoo is very aware of how his language use affects his audience. Further, his
position as a member of the copyright evaluation team for a major South Korean consumer
electronics company requires him to be constantly aware of possible multiple interpretations of
written text. However, the majority of his English learning experience was in his home country
and thus not influenced by predominantly native English speakers. In fact, Chulsoo mentioned
that he had only worked with two native English speakers before coming to the United States.
Recently, Chulsoo came to a university-based ESL tutoring center to work on his
internship report: the standardized report required of him by his technical writing internship
program. He was very worried about whether, in his words, he had “answered the questions
correctly.” To Chulsoo, answering the questions “correctly” meant identifying whether he
fulfilled the needs of the audience. Chulsoo was confused by his supervisor’s notes regarding an
answer to one of the questions for his internship report. In reviewing Chulsoo’s report,
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his supervisor marked the following question as not having been answered: “Did you feel
included as a part of the organization’s culture/community? If not, what could the employer have
done differently to improve this?” Chulsoo felt he had answered the question with: “Although it
was a little weird to work there at the beginning, I became accustomed to the firm’s culture and
enjoyed my work place.”
In a prescriptive sense, there is nothing wrong with his answer. Syntactically and
semantically, his answer is perfectly appropriate. However, the answer he provided speaks more
to his assumptions as an adult South Korean, than it does to the expectations of his American
supervisor. During our discussion, he came to recognize that his disconnect was cultural in
nature: the question was oriented toward an individualistic American sensibility rather than a
collective South Korean one. The authors of the question were asking whether the employer had
or needed to conform to the needs of the individual, rather than the individual conforming
himself to the employer. In other words, the question’s emphasis was on the needs of the worker
rather than the needs of the employer. Chulsoo was very surprised when the focus of the
question was explained to him. He laughed that it had not occurred to him that anyone would
expect an employer to conform to a worker. He was surprised that this sort of question would be
one that is common in the United States.
After the tutoring session, Chulsoo commented “I’m not sure how to be as American as
an American, but I think I can learn how to sound more American.” One of the major difficulties
for students like Chulsoo is that effective American Academic English (AAE) writing requires
“correct” rhetorical performances. Unfortunately, “correct” can vary from one discipline to
another and from one audience to another, making it seem like an insurmountable barrier. Mina
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Shaughnessy (1977a) talks about this barrier as being “the doors of their incompetence.” She
argues that any pedagogical attempt to breach these doors would do nothing more than “ram
against the doors of their incompetence while the keys that would open them lie in view” (p. 5).
There are keys to unlocking the coded gates of AAE communication. Shaughnessy (1977a,b)
provides one set of keys. The other comes from ESL pedagogy and tutoring theory. Once both
sides of the gate are open, communication can flow more effectively, headaches are fewer, and
the author becomes better-equipped to manage the next set of gates.
Statement of Problem
Intercultural miscommunication is hardly a new phenomenon. Legion are the attempts to
identify and remedy the nature of the disconnect(s) present in every miscommunication.
However, despite the well-intended nature of those attempts, students like Chulsoo still have
difficulty “sounding American,” indicating the need for robust ESL composition pedagogical
tools and approaches that mediate between audience and writer expectations.
Historically, language acquisition theory and, thus, linguistic-theory-based language
pedagogy was “concerned primarily with an ideal speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous
speech-community, who knows...language perfectly and is unaffected by such grammatically
irrelevant conditions as memory limitations, distractions, shifts of attention and interest”
(Chomsky, 1965, p. 3). In other words, in the past, language use was idealized as a process
which is almost mechanized and automatic. As Chulsoo learned, one major difficulty with this
model of language production is simply that issues like “interest” can be vital to successful
communication. If you are not working with the same set of interests as those with whom you
are speaking, miscommunication can result. Worse yet, this miscommunication can result
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without either party’s conscious notice that language is working at cross purposes, creating a
lack of clear understanding of the speaker’s intent. When this kind of communication takes
place, the disconnect lies not in the syntactic or grammatical language production, but in the
assumptions underlying that production.
Chomsky’s (1965) original distinctions between competence and performance resonate
in how we understand (or not) cross-linguistic miscommunications. In noting that we “make a
fundamental distinction between competence (the speaker-hearer's knowledge of his language)
and performance (the actual use of language in concrete situations)” (p. 4), we can come to
understand how Chulsoo’s competence was called into question due to the fact that his
performance failed to meet one or more of those “grammatically irrelevant conditions.” ESL
writers like Chulsoo often fall into the gap between competence and performance, prescriptive
and descriptive grammar. This fall is often the result of a lack of understanding of how to
navigate the culturally-laden reefs of performance-based or descriptive English use, especially in
American Academic English (AAE). Obviously, many ESL learners can adapt to the new
cultural assumptions of AAE, allowing them to become successful in American academic arenas.
However, this process can be drawn-out, subject to frequent trial-and-error encounters, and
emotionally, financially, and academically draining. This study explores one means of bridging
the gap, through focused tutoring interactions that encourage learners to consider interlocutor
assumptions and expectations.
Rationale
In this study, I explore expanding Shaughnessy’s (1977a, b) “Basic Writer” approach to
include ESL writers. Shaughnessy’s composition pedagogy model speaks to the kinds of cultural
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and experiential disconnects experienced by both ESL and Basic Writers. However, while
Shaughnessy’s concern was not with English language learners, these writers experience similar
struggles and can benefit from an ESL-focused modification of Shaughnessy’s original approach.
Broadly, the study examines what effects there might be if we begin with elements such as
grammatical and usage errors examined in context, in order to develop an awareness of more
abstract and culturally-based elements such as what an author can assume the audience knows.
Almost half a century ago, Kaplan (1966) identified what most ESL teachers know all too
well – academic writing is not simply a matter of putting the correct words in the correct order.
It requires having a working knowledge of the expectations of the culture for which you are
writing and then meeting those expectations. Academic writing’s “function is to provide the
student with a form within which he may operate, a form acceptable in this time and in this
place” (p. 24). Without the explicit knowledge of those expectations, it is unlikely that an ESL
student will be as successful as his/her native-speaking counterpart.
Just over a decade later in 1977, Shaughnessy faced a similar situation with her Basic
Writer students (BWs). These BWs were native English speakers, the majority of whom had
lived in the United States all of their lives, but were “strangers in academia, unacquainted with
the rules and rituals of college life, unprepared for the sorts of tasks their teachers were about to
assign them” (p.3). This alienation from the world of academic discourse is one that resonates
for English language learners. While not explicitly connecting her BWs with the world of the
language learner, Shaughnessy observes that these students
had been left so far behind the others in their formal education that they appeared to have
little chance of catching up, students whose difficulties with the written language seemed
of a different order from those of the other groups, as if they had come, you might say,
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from a different country, or at least through different schools, where even very modest
standards of high-school literacy had not been met. (p. 2, emphasis added)
This unintentional lack of experience unites both ESL writers and her BWs as “outsiders,” as
Shaughnessy calls them. A fundamental principle guiding the current study is that, like BWs,
ESL writers “write the way they do, not because they are slow or non-verbal, indifferent to or
incapable of academic experience, but because they are beginners, and like all beginners, learn
by making mistakes” (p. 5) Although both groups have working knowledge of (competence) and
a functional working ability to use (performance) English, both groups are impaired not
primarily by their lack of functional grammatical knowledge, but by their assumptions
underlying the structure and use of AAE.
When individuals are put into situations where previous assumptions about language and
its appropriate use have become either unhelpful or actively problematic, it is important to
identify those “underlying patterns” to help meet and fulfill audience expectations. ESL writers
share with BWs the fact that their experiences learning and using English provide “a number of
interacting influences” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 10) on their written language production.
Shaughnessy argues that these “interacting influences” create a context in which successful AAE
production becomes hampered due to “traces of the different pressures and codes and confusions
that have gone to make up ‘English’ for the BW student” (p.10). Both BWs and ESL students
suffer from a kind of culture shock wherein their previously successful language production no
longer is as functional in the new academic context.
Up to the point where ESL students are expected to perform in an AAE context, their first
language (L1) performance had been sufficient, or in some cases superior. However, the
necessity to perform effectively in an AAE situation can strip them of their previous comfort
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level because this new situation requires them to function in a new and often fairly alien context
– they are experiencing a classic form of culture shock:
Culture shock is precipitated by the anxiety that results from losing all our familiar signs
and symbols of social intercourse...when an individual enters a strange culture, all or
most...familiar cues are removed. He or she is like a fish out of water. No matter how
broad-minded or full of good will you may be, a series of props have been knocked from
under you, followed by a feeling of frustration and anxiety. (Oberg, 1960, p. 177)
Both groups go from being functional and proficient in their L1 context to being in a language
context where their lack of cultural capital or specific cultural knowledge leaves them feeling
infantilized and powerless: “Confusion, rather than conflict, seems to paralyze the writer at this
level” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 10). As difficult as it is to be a BW in the United States, English
language learners carry the emotional burdens of BWs and the additional layer of their previous
linguistic and cultural understandings as multi-dimensional “interacting influences.” Far from
suggesting that culture and language are burdens, I am suggesting that, as Shaughnessy did with
BWs, language and culture can be keys to help us help our students unlock not only their own
code(s), but also those of their audiences.
Key to this study is the notion that people are born with the ability to learn and use
culture. But equally vital is the fact that cultural norming is subconscious. As AAE audiences
have their own “forms” which are acceptable to them, so do ESL writers. People learn and
identify those forms not only from their first languages, but also from the culture surrounding
those languages:
an individual lives in a cultural environment consisting of man-made physical objects,
social institutions, and ideas and beliefs. An individual is not born with culture but only
with the capacity to learn and use it...The culture of any people is the product of history
and is built up over time largely through processes which are, as far as the individual is
concerned, beyond his awareness. (Oberg, 1960, p. 144)
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However, once they come to be educated in the United States, keeping cultural assumptions
subconscious becomes a luxury which may compromise ESL students’ ability to communicate
effectively with their audiences. The give and take of agency in written communication is what
Shaughnessy calls “the economics of energy.” In other words, who is required to give more
effort, the audience or the author? She argues that the author/audience balance is one which is
cooperative, indirectly referencing Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle: “the speaker or writer
wants to say what he has to say with as little energy as possible and the listener or reader wants
to understand with as little energy as possible” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p.11).
No matter how well-meaning or culturally insightful the audience may be, disconnects
between the audience and author “demand energy without giving any return in meaning; they
shift the reader’s attention from where he is going (meaning) to how he is getting there (code)”
(p. 12). BWs and ESL writers may have a denotative understanding of academic words, but
often not the connotative or associative meanings, let alone the cultural references; both the
audience and the author often labor under the belief that they both know what is supposed to be
occurring and how it is to be occurring. Due to the subconscious nature of cultural knowledge,
most people assume that their audience shares the same assumptions they do. Therefore, the
most efficient balancing of this “energy economics” would be for individuals who are well
versed in the assumptions and language of AAE to explicitly enable ESL students to evaluate
and analyze their existing expectations and assumptions so as to meet and identify their
audience’s needs

9
To do so, I capitalize upon Shaughnessy’s (1977a,b) work to understand not just “what is
missing or awry but...why [emphasis added] this is so” (p. 6). This “why” is the central feature
and question of this study. As does Shaughnessy, I believe that:
Language learners at any level appear to seek out, either consciously or unconsciously,
the underlying patterns that govern the language they are learning. They are pressed by
their language-learning faculties to increase the degree of predictability and efficiency in
their use of language. (p. 10).
As has been previously mentioned, prescriptive grammar errors were historically central to ESL
composition pedagogy, but strict observance of grammatical error and formal instruction on
prescriptive rules do not address the greater issues of structure and descriptive language use.
Shaughnessy’s paradigm explicitly empowers students to isolate elements which impede
successful AAE communication and, more importantly, to investigate why they are missing. In
other words, her model advocates using error patterns in student writing to help students think
through the reasoning behind the errors. I argue that tutoring students to identify cultural
assumptions behind AAE’s structural and rhetorical requirements and audience expectations can
provide ESL students the means to internalize those patterns, making them their own and
allowing for easier identification of new patterns when encountered.
In this study, I chose a tutoring over whole-class instruction as this setting is the most
conducive to individualized instruction. The setting provide opportunities for learners to identify
their own cultural assumptions about audience while not asking them to abandon them in favor
of an idealized “correct” way. Shaughnessy (1977a) presents the problem this way:
College both beckons and threatens [BWs], offering to teach them useful ways of
thinking and talking about the world, promising even to improve the quality of their lives,
but threatening at the same time to take from them their distinctive ways of interpreting
the world, to assimilate them into the culture of academia without acknowledging their
experiences as outsiders. (p.292)
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By studying in the United States, ESL students are entering a context where their “distinctive
ways of interpreting the world” may not be relevant or accepted. Considering how delicate the
process of negotiating emotional and cultural assumptions can be, tutoring is a valuable
instructional site because it allows immediate and sensitive interaction. In the tutoring context,
students can develop relationships with tutors which can be more supportive than those in a
mainstream classroom. Tutor relationships often foster the kind of readiness Shaughnessy
requires to look at “students’ problems with writing...in a way that does not ignore the linguistic
sophistication of the students nor yet underestimate[s] the complexity of the task they face as
they set about learning to write for college” (p. 13). Further, the intimacy and immediacy of the
tutor relationship facilitates granting “students the intelligence and will they need to master what
is being taught” by looking at “students’ difficulties in a more fruitful way” (p. 292). The
tutoring model developed for this study adds a recursive element to the process in which teachers
“search in what students write and say for clues to their reasoning and their purposes” (p. 292)
and do so in such a way that students learn to do it themselves by evaluating the situation
through a comparative lens. In other words, an explicit cultural tutoring intervention may well
vest ESL students with tools of rhetorical exploration, arming these language learners with skills
and strategies to more successfully participate in AAE written discourse.
This tutoring-based intervention here is referred to as a cultural-awareness approach
because it helps students examine rhetorical assumptions based in their cultural and educational
training. The model incorporates considerations of personal awareness such as previous training
in first and second language writing, audience awareness, including genre-specific expectations,
and making audience connections both while drafting and while revising. The three components
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of this cultural-awareness approach are interconnected in that there is neither a particular point of
entry nor a specific point of departure. The writing process is a continually ongoing one where
the writer can gather information – gleaned actively from written feedback or passively from
observations of the audience – and use that information to more accurately meet the needs of a
given audience (Shaughnessy, 1977a, b). When more data – where insights the writer has about
herself and/or those gathered from the audience – are identified by the writer, all three areas
should be again addressed in order to identify and refocus significant information in future
writings. The model will be fully elaborated in Chapter 3.
Research Questions
The culturally-based approach that this study is designed to implement and evaluate
focuses on two major areas: scaffolded cultural investigation and student independence and
empowerment in an educational ESL writing context. Data were collected during a year-long
tutoring process to explore the following research questions.
(1) “How does it affect students’ writing or thought processes when a tutor acquaints
them with and helps them identify the L2 audience’s expectations?” This question is addressed
through the identification of relevant utterances in tutorial sessions and student written work.
(2) “With focused one-on-one tutorial support, can students develop greater
independence in identifying and anticipating L2 audience expectations?” This question is
addressed through the identification of relevant utterances in tutorial sessions.
Significance of the Study
This study is intended to move the field of ESL composition and rhetoric pedagogy
forward. It attempts to provide an additional tool for ESL instructors and students alike to
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navigate the often intensely complicated world of intercultural formal written communication. It
also will provide an additional lens by which Shaughnessy’s (1977a, b) foundational BW
philosophy can be readdressed and perhaps adapted for English language learners.
Research Overview
This exploratory, ethnographic study was conducted over the course of two academic
semesters – one academic year – and included four participants who were tutored using this
cultural-awareness approach. Participants were drawn from a pool of freshman-year ESL
composition students divided equally by gender, and represent four different languages. Each
participant underwent a minimum of four tutoring sessions, with an average of six sessions per
semester, an average of twelve hours of tutoring. Tutoring sessions averaged an hour in length
and tended to reflect the writing assignments for the participants’ composition course. Initial,
medial, and terminal interviews were conducted to benchmark participants’ progress. Sessions
were digitally recorded, subdivided into tutoring stages and examined for evidence of cultural
and audience-awareness features. These stages and discourse features will be further elaborated
in Chapter 4.
Definitions/Acronyms
English as a Second Language (ESL) and rhetorical instruction both employ a significant
number of technical terms and acronyms. This study will use certain terms over others for ease
of understanding. For example, although a current acronym for individuals who are learning
English as their non-native language is ELL (English Language Learner), ESL will be used as
the primary acronym in this study due to its historical significance and ubiquity. This study will
also use “tutor” to denote the investigator of the study, and “student” or “student-participant” to
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denote the participants in the study. In addition, it should be noted that all participants in the
study have been given pseudonyms in accordance with IRB protocol. Further acronyms and
definitions are located in Appendix B.
Organization of the Dissertation
This dissertation is divided into five main chapters: Introduction, Review of Literature,
Methodology, Results, and Conclusion. The Review of the Literature chapter is divided into:
Teaching ESL Composition in the Classroom, Teaching ESL Composition in an ESL Tutoring
Environment, and Theoretical Groundings. The Methodology chapter is divided into: Research
Questions, Cultural-Awareness Approach, and Data-gathering Procedure – the Procedure
subsection is divided into Participants and Procedural Steps. The Results chapter is divided into:
Research Questions, Individual Case Studies, and Discourse Moves. The final chapter,
Conclusion, is divided into: Discussion, Limitations, and Future Research.

CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This study is grounded in Shaughnessy’s (1977a) work, Errors & Expectations, and on
her pedagogical conceptions of what she calls “Basic Writers” (BWs). While this work is about
native English speakers, I suggest that Shaughnessy’s influence should be extended into English
as a Second Language (ESL) writing pedagogy because ESL composition pedagogy can take
much from her original ideas. However, the way ESL writing pedagogy theorists have adapted
Shaughnessy’s ideas has changed her focus somewhat. In the early 1990s, ESL writing theorists
such as Silva (1990), Krapels (1990), Hamp-Lyons (1990), Nelson (1991), and Leki (1992)
integrated Shaughnessy’s concepts, but by this time had begun change how Shaughnessy was
perceived and how her ideas were used. By the end of the decade, although some of the basic
learner-centered motivations and some of the error analysis tools remained (Tucker, 1995; Ferris
& Hedgcock, 1998; Bruce & Rafoth, 2009), much Shaughnessy’s underlying philosophy had
come to be largely ignored. This dissertation will focus on an attempt to reintegrate those basic
tenets of Shaughnessy’s approach into a novel ESL composition pedagogy, a cultural-awareness
approach.
This chapter is organized into three main sections: Teaching Composition in the ESL
Classroom, Teaching Composition in the ESL Tutoring Environment, and Theoretical
Groundings. The first section outlines Shaughnessy’s (1977a, b) composition pedagogy model
and contextualizes her model within contemporary and subsequent theories.
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The second section adds tutoring models to the discussion and continues contextualizing
Shaughnessy. The final section details further theoretical elements which inform the culturalawareness approach.
Teaching Composition in the ESL Classroom
Shaughnessy’s (1977a) work in Errors & Expectations provided a structure for a
conceptual framework from which a first-year composition teacher could work to develop her
curriculum, specifying tools the teacher could implement in that curriculum. Working with a
BW population, Shaughnessy highlights issues that are most profound for BWs but are also
present for many freshman writers. Therefore, through her work, she was able to model a way of
thinking about teaching writing that was neither punitive nor permissive. Although her BW
population was specifically identified not to be ESL students, the framework of her work can be
applied to ESL writers since they also make a host of errors which can cause their audience to
misconstrue their meaning, or potentially cause the audience to develop a negative impression of
them as a whole. Therefore, ESL students and BWs alike could benefit from a pedagogy which
emphasizes error identification (and not just error correction) as a means by which underlying
issues can be found and resolved. As with the BWs, ESL writers often have a set of “different
pressures and codes and confusions that have gone to make up ‘English’” (Shaughnessy, 1977a,
p. 10). For many ESL students, the process of learning English closely parallels that of BWs
who have learned bits and pieces of academic writing’s language and logic but not how to use
those bits and pieces. Therefore, ESL writing instructors can gain much from Shaughnessy’s
Errors & Expectations by working with her basic message of understanding the process of
thinking through and then resolving errors. In this way, the ESL writing instructor can create a
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more supportive environment for lasting knowledge in which their students can acquire and
employ the necessary skills to learn to be more successful in academic writing.
As a general rule, Shaughnessy (1977a) feels that, since many teachers in the early 1970s
had neither encountered nor had to teach BWs, freshman composition teachers became obsessed
with errors and error correction. BWs were a new breed of college student who many instructors
felt had greater needs for remedial writing instruction than had previous generations of students.
Errors & Expectations creates a guide for Basic Writing teachers to think about error analysis
and about how to teach their students to think about errors and error correction. Shaughnessy
argues that students’ thinking is a kind of code that needs to be cracked to help them learn how
to help themselves. Shaughnessy analyzes approximately 4,000 placement essays written by
“incoming [native English speaking] freshmen at City College of the City University of New
York over the years 1970 through 1974” (p. 4).
By the mid-1970s, Shaughnessy (1977a) felt this “obsession with error” was caused by
the teachers’ perceived classism towards BWs as uneducable, the students’ need to meet their
perception of their teachers’ standards, and the administrators’ needs for efficiency and
validation for funding. Shaughnessy processes this tripartite situation as problematic because, in
the first case, it leads to teachers “ramming at the doors of the students’ incompetence” (p. 5) by
adopting a semi-abusive error-correction mentality. In the second case, the students can come to
think of writing as a trap (p. 7). As a result, these students become much more focused on error
correction and lose track of content and structure. Shaughnessy argues that BWs become
overwhelmed and give up on writing. In the third case, the administrative focus reduces the
value of writing to something quantifiable based on “the speed with which they [the writing
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programs] produce correct writers” (p. 9) with little concern for the quality of those writers’
thinking or writing.
Shaughnessy’s Approach
Shaughnessy’s (1977a) argument regarding what she qualifies as BWs’ error obsession is
to propose and provide examples of a schema by which the students’ errors could be identified
and analyzed. Her approach has students examine a wide range of elements, working from
micro to macro: handwriting and punctuation, syntax, common errors, spelling, vocabulary, and
“beyond the sentence” – a term she uses to refer to structure and conceptual development. She
argues that the students’ errors could be attenuated through one-on-one instruction and copious
examples. Teachers’ preoccupation with BWs’ perceived inability to write as a result of errors
drove Shaughnessy to have “no choice but to dwell on errors” (p.6). Therefore, her move toward
error analysis is not a move to reject holistic first-year composition pedagogies but, instead, to
create a holistic strategy from which everyone could gain. Errors are more tangible items that,
initially, seem to be “a hopeless tangle of errors and inadequacies” (p. 292). However,
Shaughnessy argues that these errors are the “handholds” by which she is seeking to empower
her students and to provide to the teachers “a readiness to look at these problems in a way that
does not ignore the linguistic sophistication of the students nor yet underestimate the complexity
of the task they face as they set about learning to write for college” (p. 13).
Since BWs tend toward simplistic writing on the one hand, or overcompensation on the
other when they try to bridge the difference between spoken English and written academic
English, Shaughnessy (1977a) suggests a two-pronged approach: increase familiarity with the
language patterns of written English and with the composition process. Developing familiarity
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with language patterns can be accomplished through a development of the students’ vocabulary
both in individual words and collocations. Having students read appropriate examples and
interacting with students about their use of language are more effective strategies than traditional
instruction, which tended to be teacher-centered and limited to summative rather than formative
assessment. These two elements in harmony help BWs learn how authors behave and encourage
teachers to create an atmosphere of revision and a conscious, orderly, staged writing process. By
providing such an atmosphere, Shaughnessy contends that BWs will be less apprehensive about
making errors and will be more attuned to recognizing or respecting “their own intellectual
vibrations” (p. 82). The teachers should have a limited class size and highly-structured and
scaffolded assignments, and they should act as resource people rather than experts. As a result,
the students will not only be supported in developing a familiarity with the process of writing
and of being an author, but also develop the confidence that a BW needs.
Error Correction
Shaughnessy’s (1977a) way to redress the errors ingrained in the BWs’ subconscious is
to work with their actual language production. In this way, the teacher can work with her
students to identify the kinds of errors present and then to help the students identify the logic
behind those errors. In other words, pattern recognition helps students understand why they
make the errors that they make so that the errors are more easily identified and mediated in the
future. The goal is to make the subconscious process of language production a more conscious
one. However, Shaughnessy also cautions that there should be a kind of triage system in place to
prioritize error correction so as to maintain a more beneficial emotional equilibrium for the
students. An absolutist system of error correction is destructive to both the authors and the
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teachers. In other words, she cautions teachers not to insist on purely prescriptive grammar as
the entirety of the assessment. Although she notes that teachers should focus on the error from
an audience point of view, Shaughnessy also argues that “errors count but not as much as most
English teachers think” (p. 120). Therefore, teachers should focus on the kinds of errors that call
the author’s competence into question and/or truly distract from meaning, rather than those errors
which are more tolerable.
The second aspect of error correction focuses on the BWs’ emotional equilibrium and
motivation to continue working on error correction. The BW has English as a first language and
therefore can know too much to be patient with learning to correct persistent errors. Thus,
Shaughnessy suggests three ways a teacher can help to motivate students: explain to them why
they are learning what they are learning, expose them to deeper forms of linguistic data, and
provide them with a feeling of success so as to empower them to continue succeeding. To be
able to enact these approaches, Shaughnessy suggests identifying the difference between
performance-based and grammatically-based errors: the former is akin to a typographical or a
proofreading oversight, but the latter requires more explicit instruction to address student
confusion/lack of knowledge. Teaching the students how and why to proofread will provide a
kind of umbrella approach under which the individual needs of the students can be identified and
met.
Punctuation. In order to address the fact that BWs’ punctuation repertoire tends to be
limited, Shaughnessy (1977a) suggests providing BWs with structures that will help them
identify a rationale for the problematic punctuation. These structures will allow the writers to
have a framework for using the punctuation. In this way, she emphasizes the need for a student-
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centered process. Shaughnessy also argues that the teaching of structures is not a one-way
process with the students learning through memorization, but one in which in “the teacher must
try and decipher the individual student’s code” (p. 40). Once this code has been broken, the
individual needs of the student can be met more effectively by building on the student’s mastery
of her or his own thought processes, building from the concept of a sentence up to the less
abstract but much more complicated process of quoting.
Spelling. With respect to spelling, Shaughnessy (1977a) addresses student needs in
believing that students can improve their spelling and instilling that belief in the students
themselves by suggesting, “begin by teaching the student to observe himself as a speller” (p.
175). When students learn that there might well be rational reasons behind their spelling
difficulties, they are more likely to be able to identify their own weak spots and compensate.
Several of Shaughnessy’s suggestions require the students to develop their knowledge of the
sound and writing issues involved in spelling. Of course, to do so, the students will need to learn
the relevant terms and operations involved in sound-system and word-segment systems of word
production. For example, teaching students about roots and affixes will assist them in sounding
out words, identifying new words, and, potentially, using a wider lexicon. Additionally,
Shaughnessy suggests providing the students with a kind of scaffold of spelling rules so that they
can start to make sense of their errors.
Vocabulary. Shaughnessy (1977a) divides the teaching of vocabulary into three steps:
(1) Teaching the students about affixes. This will enable them to learn new words more
effectively, but also to allow for the scaffold by which they can learn how to use those words in
context. (2) Teaching the students techniques for learning the specialized language required in
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their discipline. However, Shaughnessy cautions that simply teaching techniques to acquire the
vocabulary will not be enough2. (3) Teaching the students an active form of drafting wherein
they practice substituting words and observing the effect, showing students that writing is not a
clean process. Although not presented as an additional step, Shaughnessy also advocates for
students taking an active-reading-based approach to reading to enhance their active writing
process. Active reading requires students to read a model essay and use their responses to the
writing as a map to help them understand the author’s logic. Then, they use their own responses
to the essay as an additional key to understanding audience awareness.
Structure and Flow. To redress students’ difficulties with the production and
manipulation of their thoughts, Shaughnessy (1977a) argues that students must be taught the
process of developing thoughts in a highly scaffolded manner. Once they have learned how to
develop their thoughts in a logical and consistent way, students can use the appropriate structure
to develop those ideas for an audience, noting the relationships between ideas, sentences, and
structure. Shaughnessy emphasizes the interpretation of ideas over the simple stating of them,
gradually developing the BWs’ complexity to one more closely approximating an academic
level. She discusses this process as one of developing the BWs’ basic thought patterns, which
she subdivides into seven types: recounting, recreation, comparative, causational, problemsolution, summary, and evaluative. Although she does not directly reference Kaplan (1966) and
his cultural thought patterns, Kaplan and Shaughnessy are speaking to generally similar ideas.
Kaplan starts his ground-breaking essay with a notion that would resonate with Shaughnessy a
decade later: “cultural differences in the nature of rhetoric supply the key” (p. 11) to assisting
2

Her suggestion was revolutionary at the time and foreshadowed movements such as English for Specific Purposes
(ESP) and English for Academic Purposes (EAP).
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ESL students’ effective writing. Both Kaplan and Shaughnessy note the importance of the
differences between the author’s perceptions and those of the audience. Both argue that teaching
all students as if they are the same is, at the least, counterproductive. Both contend that students’
abilities and complexity of thought are difficult to judge when seen through the filters of cultural
difference.
Genre. Although Shaughnessy (1977a) is purposefully not discussing ESL students, her
BWs exhibit similar patterns, lacking understanding of genre expectations. The greater the
complexity of ideas, the more Shaughnessy feels that the students will be able to work with the
genre structure. She suggests the same kind of graduated process in learning structure: “after
some experience with seeing and imitating ‘closed’ forms, the student can begin to search for
patterns and themes from more ‘open’ discourse, first in belletristic literature, where forms are
easier to isolate, and finally in analytical discourse” (p. 250). Shaughnessy emphasizes the
necessity of models in this process because they not only give students a way of identifying what
is generally expected but also help them identify how to think about those genres.
Shaughnessy in Context
Shaughnessy (1977a) moved the pedagogical discussion from the generally teachercentered pedagogies such as current-traditional rhetoric embodied prior to the late 1960s and
early 1970s, to the more learner-centered modern pedagogies of the process theorists. Although
Shaughnessy (1977a) set the discussion, she did not monopolize it. After Shaughnessy, the
discussion seems to be at least marginally learner-centered with theorists looking for approaches
that empower and support the students. However, the usefulness of error correction and the
importance of a discourse-based metacognitive interaction between the teacher and student has
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been backgrounded. While these theorists discuss working with students to assist them in their
writing process, they seem not to have found Shaughnessy’s process of assisting the students in
identifying their thinking processes as a useful way of correcting errors.
Since many of her original thought-based ideas have been subsequently lost, it is
important to trace the pedagogical moves leading us away. This path leads through almost a half
century of composition pedagogy. While ESL composition pedagogy is the most direct
progenitor for modern theory, as can be seen with Shaughnessy (1977a), native English speaker
composition pedagogy always influences ESL pedagogy. The two largest pedagogical umbrellas
under which this historical discussion occurs are the Traditional approach whose heyday peaked
in the 1960s and 1970s, and Process approach, the more currently-accepted approach.
Traditional Approach. The Traditional approach, as the name implies, is an older, more
prescriptive pedagogical approach in which
students’ written products were viewed as static representations of their knowledge and
learning. Therefore, in this paradigm, little if any attention was paid to the procedures or
strategies involved in putting pen to paper and composing a coherent, readable piece of
writing. (Ferris & Hedgcock, 1998, p. 5)
One of the first major schools of composition stemming from this camp was Controlled
Composition. It is an approach originally conceptualized by Fries (1945) that “focused primarily
on formal accuracy and correctness, [and] of employing rigidly controlled programs of
systematic habit formation designed to avoid errors” (Silva, 1990, p. 13). However, Silva argues
that this approach was not considered to be responsive enough to the needs of ESL students and
did not reflect the work coming from contrastive rhetoricians such as Kaplan (1966).
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Current-traditional rhetoric borrowed heavily from contrastive rhetoric3, but also
maintained many of the stipulations and stringency of controlled composition by conceptualizing
of writing as “basically a matter of arrangement, of fitting sentences and paragraphs into
prescribed patterns. Learning to write, then, involves becoming skilled in identifying,
internalizing, and executing these patterns” (Silva, 1990, p. 14). Shaughnessy (1977a) was
influenced by current-traditional rhetoric, hence her focus on error analysis. However, of the
three steps (identifying, internalizing, and executing), she emphasizes the internalizing step by
asking her BWs to think through their errors and to understand the logic or reasoning behind
them. In this way, she encourages enabling students to execute their writing more effectively.
Although there was some focus on the needs of the ESL learner in the current-traditional rhetoric
approach, Silva (1990) argues that this approach has “been regularly and vigorously attacked and
inveighed against” (p. 14) as excessively prescriptivist and retardant of authors’ voice.
Process Approach. Process, on the other hand, would emphasize the idea that “writing is
viewed as a recursive process in which students are encouraged to revise as they write and to
produce multiple drafts of their essays” (Connor & Farmer, 1990, p. 126). As with mainstream
writing theory, the emphasis in writing classes was on error reduction and application of correct
grammatical forms so as to produce error-free texts (p. 7). With Shaughnessy’s work, the
discussion would be developed in the 1980s by cognitive-oriented process theorists such as
Hayes and Flower (1983), Flower (1985, 1989), Spack (1984), and Zamel (1983). Process
theory would come to emphasize individual expression and the personal experience of writing.

Connor (2002) defines contrastive rhetoric as examining “differences and similarities in ESL and EFL writing
across languages and cultures as well as…different contexts…Hence, it considers texts not merely as static products
but as functional parts of dynamic cultural contexts” (p. 493).
3
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In contemporary theory, there was increasingly a focus on “the social constructionist premise
that ESL writers need to be apprenticed into one or more academic discourse community and
that writing instruction should therefore prepare students to anticipate and satisfy the demands of
academic writers… as they generate their written products” (Ferris & Hedgcock, p. 7).
Although the writing pedagogy discussion has been dominated by process theorists (Johns, 1990;
Silva, 1990; Ferris & Hedgcock, 1998), there have been several schools of thought that have
contributed to creating contemporary ESL writing theory.
The process approach, developed to address concerns of lack of creativity and to create a
greater focus on students and their needs, gained currency beginning at the end of the 1960s.
This approach calls for teachers to focus on the means by which authors actually produce
writing, and emphasizes drafting and interactive feedback. As Silva (1990) notes, “[T]his
approach calls for providing a positive, encouraging, and collaborative workshop environment
within which students, with ample time and minimal interference, can work through their
compositing processes” (p. 15-16). Shaughnessy (1977a) was one of the forerunners of the
process movement, as exemplified by her insistence on drafting and working with BWs on their
personal experience of writing, but she was not of the movement since she did not reflect many
of the expressivist moves of the later process movement. The process theorists themselves are
divided by Johns (1990) into two groups: the expressivists and the cognitivists.
The expressivist theories emphasized empowerment of the student through development
of personal voice and expression, noting
that students are writers when they come into the classroom…and that the writing
classroom should be a workshop in which they are encouraged through the supportive
response of teachers and peers to use writing as a way to figure out what they think and
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feel and eventually to ‘publish’ their work to be read and celebrated by the community
of writers they have become. (Tobin, 2001, p. 7)
The expressivists worked with several of Shaughnessy’s (1977a) conceptions in terms of
working at the student’s proficiency level, and developing the student’s personal ability through
intensive student focus. However, the expressivists also represent one of the major breaks from
Shaughnessy since the focus in the expressivist approach is on the celebration of the student and
her voice. Shaughnessy focuses on the effect(s) that errors in the student’s writing would have
on an audience, rather than the effect of the audience’s reaction on the student. Although Johns
(1990) argues that the expressivists have contributed substantively to writing pedagogy for native
English writers, the cognitivists are the ones who have contributed substantially more to ESL
writing pedagogy than other theories.
The cognitivists followed Bruner’s early work (1966) and made central the ideas of
thinking and process. Citing Flower (1985), Johns (1990) emphasizes that the cognitivists’
greatest addition to pedagogy was to give students “sufficient self-awareness of their own
process to draw on these alternative techniques as they need them” (p. 370). Shaughnessy’s
(1977a) work reflects many of the ideas developed by the cognitivists since her basic philosophy
emphasized self-awareness or mindfulness of one’s process and an interrogation of error as a
means by which students can become aware of their own processes.
Additional Pedagogical Elements. In addition to the previous schools from which
modern ESL writing theory developed, Johns (1990) outlines two approaches from which ESL
writing teachers should draw: interaction and social-construction.
Based on Bakhtin’s (1981) dialogical conceptions, “in… [the interactive] approach, text
is what an individual creates through a dialogue with another conversant; thus both the writer
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and reader take responsibility for coherent text” (Johns, 1990, p. 27). Johns argues that the
interactivists highlighted the necessity for ESL students to be “writer-responsible,” as it is the
writer who is primarily responsible for ensuring an audience’s comprehension of the text (p. 28).
This mindset parallels Shaughnessy’s (1977a) idea of the economics of energy closely.
Shaughnessy emphasizes the importance of writers being responsible for their language
production because “although speakers and listeners, writers and readers, are in one sense
engaged in a cooperative effort to understand one another, they are also in conflict over the
amount of effort each will expend on the other” (p. 11). Like Johns (1990), Shaughnessy
reminds us of the very simple truth that authors have a lot more control of the text than the
audience, and thus more responsibility for energy depletion.
For Johns (1990), the social constructivists considered “the written product…a social act
that can take place only within and for a specific context and audience” (p. 27). Thus, the social
constructivists took the dialogical grounding of the interactivists and added the idea of the
discourse community. Hymes (1972) defines a discourse community as “a community sharing
rules for the conduct and interpretation of speech, and rules for the interpretation of at least one
linguistic variety” (p. 54), but for Johns, it can be simply defined as the people for whom a
student is writing a paper. The concept of the discourse community is one that resonates
strongly with Shaughnessy’s (1977a) approach because it not only acknowledges the audience’s
role as integral to the process of comprehension, but also requires the author to think about the
audience in concrete and interactive terms. The social constructionists, despite their seeming
emphasis on socially constructed meaning, were aligned far more closely with the cognitivebased process theorists, being more concerned with co-created meaning, placing the burden of
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responsibility equally on the author and the audience. One place where social constructivists
have influenced ESL writing pedagogy is in English for Academic Purposes (EAP) and
ultimately in English for Specific Purposes (ESP).
Emerging from the 1980s and 1990s, EAP incorporates discussions of structure and form
but also attempts to pragmatically address the needs of ESL students by emphasizing the
audience. Therefore, in EAP, “the production of prose that will be acceptable at an American
academic writing institution, and learning to write is part of becoming socialized to the academic
community – finding out what is expected and trying to approximate it” (Johns, 1990, p. 17).
EAP investigates “the linguistic, sociolinguistic and psycholinguistic description of English as it
occurs in the contexts of academic study and scholarly exchange itself” (Hamp-Lyons, 2011, p.
89). Although it developed after her death, the functional pragmatism of EAP and ESP would
have most likely appealed to Shaughnessy (1977a). One of her goals was to develop a student’s
sense of being a “mature writer” who recognizes and produces the expected forms:
the mature writer is recognized not so much by the quality of his individual sentences as
by his ability to relate sentences in such a way as to create a flow of sentences, a pattern
of thought that is produced, one suspects, according to the principles of yet another kind
of grammar – a grammar, let us say, of passages. (p. 226)
For Shaughnessy and EAP/ESP, the expectations of the audience in terms not just of language,
but of whole-cloth language production are the responsibility of the ESL student. It is the ESL
student who must learn, identify, and meet the needs of her audience.
Subsequent Classroom Composition Theorists
All theorists base their theories on what has come before them, composition theorists are
no exceptions. Their discussions of ESL composition pedagogy not only have earmarks of
previous foundational theories but also emergent elements of current theories. In the following
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sections, theorists from the ten years following the establishment of process theory are discussed
in terms of how their theories relate to Shaughnessy’s (1977a, b) original ideas and traces the
loss of many of those ideas.
Leki (1990, 1992)
Leki (1990) acknowledges this transition in her discussion of the impact that the
contemporary theories had on the practice of providing written feedback to student authors. Her
position echoes Johns’ (1990) contention that contemporary writing theory was heavily based on
the notion of discourse community. More so than simply a student and the teacher for whom she
is writing a paper, a discourse community “consists of often very diverse people, frequently
having, for instance, different native languages and countries of birth, who come together for
some occupational or recreational purpose” (Swales & Feak, 2000, p. 150). One of Leki’s
(1990) strongest criticisms of this research into the efficacy of written feedback is that it fails to
consider the discourse community and “the ongoing dialogue between student and teacher… it
may well be that the problem is not the annotation but the entire teaching environment” (p. 63).
Her concerns show her focus on the environment and the communication(s) between the student
and the teacher rather than the more prescriptive nature of the current-traditional theory.
Although Leki is in accord with Shaughnessy (1977a) in noting the need to provide appropriate
and comprehensible input to BWs, Leki is also diverging from Shaughnessy’s basic philosophy.
Shaughnessy emphasizes the ability of BWs to adapt their own voices to the needs of the
audience, but Leki says “we do not want to appropriate a student’s paper to ourselves by marking
it in accord with our own mental image of the Ideal Text to which a paper seeks to conform” (p.
64). This de-emphasis of the ideal/needs of the audience undermines much of what
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Shaughnessy is advocating: it’s important to help students know how to correct errors so as to
meet the needs of their reading audience. Thus Leki’s admonition displays a greater concern
about the need for valid student expression than the needs of the audience.
Leki (1992)’s foundational text Understanding ESL writers: A guide for teachers
provides a succinct platform through which ESL instructors can develop an understanding of
their students and expand their writing pedagogy. As does Shaughnessy (1977a) in her
discussion of BWs, Leki (1992) underlines the struggles, cultural and otherwise, that ESL
students encounter due to “shifts in the ESL profession and debates about these shifts…coming
from a traditional orientation…[and] learning to make their way through many aspects of North
American society, including its educational system” (Leki, 1992, p. 8). As does Silva (1990),
Leki (1992) urges teachers to question their pedagogies by identifying “from the student’s point
of view,…the goals of the individual ESL students taking writing courses” (Leki, 1992, p. 9). In
this way, Leki, Silva, and Cohen and Cavalcanti (1990) urge teachers to develop a more learnercentered model of instruction so that teachers can avoid a situation wherein “for reasons of their
personal language-learning histories or their social and educational backgrounds, their [ESL
students’] goals may be seriously in conflict with our own” (Leki, 1992, p, 9).
Leki (1992) discusses several models, but the preponderance of the discussion is on
Krashen’s (1982) Monitor Model. She uses the Monitor Model to emphasize the “hopefulness”
(Leki, 1992, p. 17) of teaching ESL writing. Leki argues that Krashen’s model has gained
traction in the ESL community because contemporary brain theory “holds that developing
native-like proficiency in a second language is possible only up to a certain age and that, after
that age, a series of physical changes occur in the brain which interfere with or prevent the
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acquisition process” (p. 14). Additionally, Krashen’s model claims to operationalize the concept
of comprehensible input which is language input that is “roughly tuned to the learners’ current
level of development” (p. 16), and the affective filter “which prevents even the most
comprehensible, meaningful, and communicative input from being taken in” (p. 17). These two
elements of the model speak directly to Shaughnessy’s (1977a) argument. Shaughnessy
advocates for the use of a scaffolded and incremental process, only giving students as much as
they can handle at their given level, a conceptualization very similar to Krashen’s
comprehensible input. Also, as Shaughnessy advocates regarding BWs, Leki (1992) strongly
advises teachers to recognize the “misunderstandings [which] are also likely when the input is
not grounded in shared cultural experience which would allow the non-natives to guess at
meanings” (p. 19). This recognition of misunderstandings is an active process.
Despite Shaughnessy’s (1977a) protestations that she is not discussing ESL students,
rather Basic Writers with English as their first language, there are strong parallels between the
two. Leki’s (1992) research has borne out the fact that, in composition processes at least, “the
distinction to be made was not between L1 and L2 writers but between experienced and
inexperienced writers. Inexperienced L2 writers used generally ineffective processes similar to
those used by inexperienced writers” (p. 77). Both sets of writers are struggling primarily due to
a lack of experience and a lack of confidence. Again echoing Shaughnessy, Leki argues that
teachers need to be “sensitive to the excess burden” (p. 87) such writers carry due to their lack of
writing experience.
However, Leki (1992) also argues that ESL writing teachers cannot and should not make
the assumption that because both groups have difficulty writing, both groups can be taught
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identically. She urges that it is the assumption of equivalence which is problematic. It is true
that both groups exhibit similar-seeming linguistic/mechanical errors in terms of linguistic errors,
educational background, cultural factors, and personal emotional disposition (p. 28). For
example, both BWs and ESL students experience a kind of culture shock encountering a new
educational environment (Leki, 1992, p. 44). However, Leki argues
the point is to rely on principled reasons to combine these groups of students, not merely
reasons of convenience or finance, to hire appropriately trained and experienced
instructors for these classes, to recognize the differing needs and abilities of these groups
of students, and to capitalize on them in classrooms where these students may find
themselves together. (p. 37)
Even though both groups might experience culture shock, BWs have been part of the culture as a
whole and therefore are more privy to its expectations, assumptions, and references. ESL
students, on the other hand, may have assumptions that “may be not only different from our own
but also built on realities we have no experience with” (p. 74). Therefore, making a distinction
between the two groups is quite important because the surface behavior might be masking deeper
issues.
In this way, Leki (1992) echoes the arguments that Shaughnessy (1977a) makes
regarding the need to address the students’ needs individually, rather than collectively. For
example, on a macrocosmic educational level, an ESL writing teacher should take the time to
identify at least a few of the cultural touchstones of her students’ L1 culture in order to help
those students avoid potential conflicts which might create a negative learning environment (p.
57). In identifying and working with those touchstones, ESL teachers will be more able to help
students with those less tangible linguistic items such as socio-linguistic rules. Leki argues that
“socio-linguistic rules are not visible as rules, are taken for granted, and are assumed to be
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universal” (p. 55). Since those rules are taken for granted by the majority culture audience, the
violation of those rules can create tension between the teacher and the student.
Further, Leki (1992) emphasizes that those cultural touchstones can be used to help the
student at the microcosmic level of academic writing. She also brings Kaplan (1966) to the fore
to explain the argument that “because they have learned different rhetorical conventions and
because they may not yet have developed a sense of their U.S. audience’s requirements, ESL
writers may produce writing which violates the expectations of native speakers of English”
(Leki, 1992, p. 102). Obviously, violating the expectations of the audience can have profound
effects on the ability and willingness of the audience to accept the author’s assertions. In order
to counter this potential hazard, Leki suggests that students reflecting “on some of the
requirements of their own rhetorical traditions…[would] endorse the validity of their
traditions…[and] allow students to view certain writing problems they may have as evidence not
so much of individual inadequacies as their participation in other discourse communities” (pp.
102-103). This process helps ESL students think through the issue(s) that may occur due their
previous experiences in the rhetorical traditions of their first languages. Leki’s suggestion
follows in Shaughnessy’s (1977a) footsteps by emphasizing the importance of assisting students
in their thought processes to improve their writing skills. However, Leki’s discussion diverges
from Shaughnessy by putting the emphasis on individual student emotional or identity
validation. Although both Shaughnessy and Leki underscore independent discourses, their
primary difference comes in the purpose to which those discourses are used pedagogically. In
this way, she shifts the burden to the audience to bridge differences rather than following
Shaughnessy who places the burden on the student to bridge differences.
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Hamp-Lyons (1990)
Teaching writing is not simply a matter of leading the way or developing coherent
models. Teaching also requires the teacher to use assessments to identify whether and to what
degree her students are able to internalize material. Hamp-Lyons (1990) discusses the fact that
the research on ESL writing assessment done in the 1970s and 1980s presented four areas which
must be integrated into teaching writing to ESL students: “Each aspect – task, writer, scoring
procedure, and reader – interacts with others, creating a complex network of effects” (p. 82).
Her emphasis on network and interaction underlines her feeling that writing – even writing in
assessments – creates a complicated social dynamic. However, unlike Shaughnessy (1977a)
whose theories advocate the use of data as a tool to empower students rather than teachers,
Hamp-Lyons emphasizes that test-taking is a learning activity as much as writing is:
We [ESL writing theorists and teachers] need to collect process data as tests are designed
and developed… for test development and validation is a process as any other. We need
to collect process data as writers prepare themselves for a writing test, encounter it, and
make their response, if we are to understand why they arrive at particular products – for
test taking is a process as any other. (p. 82)
Hamp-Lyons reveals a further break from Shaughnessy (1977a). Shaughnessy advocates for
teachers to be active participants in the learning process, but Hamp-Lyons moves the burden
almost entirely onto the teachers. For Hamp-Lyons, it is the teacher who must make assignments
which cater to the needs of the students, not the students who must respond to the needs of the
assignment/audience.
Eisterhold (1990)
Eisterhold (1990) revisits the necessity of connecting reading and writing in a
composition classroom. Eisterhold advances the discussion by proposing two models:
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restructuring and synthesis. She further posits necessary components of literacy skills transfer:
“the structural components that underlie writing and reading” (p. 99) and “the cognitive
processes involved in writing and reading” (p. 99). Eisterhold echoes one of Shaughnessy’s
(1977a) perspectives on the purpose of reading in a writing classroom – providing a mechanism
by which students could learn “to map the thinking of the writer and finally to see in relation to
that map where he, as one reader, traveled” (p. 223). Eisterhold’s work includes elements of
EAP especially in recognizing the importance not only of languages, but of genres or modalities,
“the mechanism that allows the processes and structures to transfer, either across languages or
across modalities” (p. 99). EAP relies on transfer extensively in its emphasis on reading models
and discussing required elements of a given subgenre. There can be a world of difference,
though, between the realm of academic theory and a classroom with live students.
Friedlander (1990)
Friedlander (1990) points out that it is important for both the theoretical and the practical
to be evaluated. His research examines the impacts of use of the first language (L1) as a
preliminary step to ESL writing. He concludes that activating L1 knowledge through use of the
L1 in prewriting can be beneficial: “L2 [second language] writers will plan for their writing more
effectively, write better texts containing more content, and create more effective texts when they
are able to plan in the language related to the acquisition of the knowledge of the topic area” (p.
112). His work represents a significant change from current-traditional pedagogy because it
emphasizes process and individual knowledge rather than the perfection of a controlled form.
Since he is discussing drafting and prewriting in the L1, he shows a strong bias toward an
expressivist orientation. This approach represents the strongest deviation from Shaughnessy
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(1977a) since it rejects the necessity of error correction in favor of the validation of the student’s
voice. However, he advances the discussion by significantly problematizing the historical
practice of complete English immersion and a rejection of the students’ L1 (p. 109). His support
for using a student’s L1 helps reinforce the contemporary and current emphasis on student
empowerment and validation of personal voice.
Conner & Farmer (1990)
In an approach much more aligned with Shaughnessy’s (1977a) original argument,
Connor and Farmer (1990) call attention to a linguistic theory of topical structure analysis which
“focuses on the semantic relationships that exist between sentence topics and the discourse topic.
Through topical structure analysis, these relationships can be studied by looking at sequences of
sentences and examining how topics in the sentences work through the text to progressively
build meaning” (p. 127). Shaughnessy and Connor and Farmer ask students to look at their own
writing in order to identify individual issues and, if necessary, correct them so as to provide
clarity for their audience. Although Connor and Farmer do not directly or indirectly reference
Shaughnessy, her work on “beyond the sentence” content (pp. 226-74) speaks directly to the
needs which lead to the development of topical structure analysis, Connor and Farmer advanced
the discussion further by employing cognitive-based process theories alongside the expressivistbased ones. Further, their application necessitates that students identify whether their writing is
coherent to their audience. Finally, they also insist on teacher and peer feedback in drafting.
They argue that topical structure analysis provides “development of an essay using students’ own
written words[. I]t is a useful check of coherence in writing, which should be used in conjunction
with teacher and peer comments” (p. 134).

37
Kroll (1990)
Kroll (1990) works with some ideas Shaughnessy (1977a) outlines in terms of using error
analysis as a handle by which a student’s writing process and production can be measured.
However, Kroll is not measuring a direct intervention strategy; she is looking at length of time
provided for the writing process. Her analysis acknowledges that the practice Shaughnessy
originally lamented – error obsession – still is alive and well. However, she also adds that there
could and perhaps should be “different types of classes … [for] students who exhibit different
types of problems in writing” (Kroll, p. 153).
Cohen & Cavalcanti (1990)
The relationship between the teacher and students, rather than simply the product of that
relationship or the process by which the students generate product is discussed by Cohen and
Cavalcanti (1990) who argue that “clear teacher-student agreements on feedback procedures and
student training in strategies for handling feedback could lead to more productive and enjoyable
composition writing in the classroom” (p. 176). This emphasis on student empowerment through
creating a more leveled power dynamic is much more learner-centered than even Leki (1990)
argues for. Although Cohen and Cavalcanti discuss a supportive and productive student-teacher
relationship, their focus on “what the students would like to get” (p. 155) suggests that the
teacher emphasize the students’ emotional equilibrium over other features while Shaughnessy’s
conception of the relationship is one in which teachers help their students in “understanding
error, not of getting special dispensations to err” (p. 128).
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Fathman & Whalley (1990)
Fathman and Whalley’s (1990) work speaks directly to Shaughnessy’s (1977a) argument
because their research found that “when teachers underline grammatical errors in the students’
texts, students showed significant improvement in grammatical accuracy” (Fathman & Whalley,
p. 187). Paralleling Shaughnessy in their discussion of teacher feedback, they contend that
“students can improve their writing in situations where content and form feedback are given
simultaneously” (p. 186). Considering the amount and controversial nature of research on
grammar instruction, their work is novel in suggesting that while perhaps grammatical/form
feedback alone is problematic, providing holistic feedback will assist the students in thinking of
their writing as a whole rather than an indictment of their ideas or an attack on their language
use. Their work deviates from Shaughnessy in philosophical approach rather than structural
approach. Fathman and Whalley’s research differs from Shaughnessy’s as it looks at teacherdriven error correction rather than on the ability of students to learn from their own errors.
Reid (1990)
Reid’s (1990) work refines Kaplan’s (1966) contrastive rhetoric to provide evidence that
“different topic tasks administrated to writers with different language and cultural backgrounds
elicit responses that are linguistically measurable and measurably different” (p. 191). Reid
foregrounds the author: “it is incumbent on the teacher of nonnative speakers of English… to
design fair and appropriate topics” for ESL students to write about (p. 205). However, she
resonates with an EAP approach in advocating for “students to internalize the shapes of North
American academic writing… in order to present written information in situationally appropriate
ways” (p. 205).
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Tucker (1995)
Tucker (1995) also focuses on contrastive rhetoric, noting how the use of discourse
analysis and contrastive rhetoric can benefit the ESL teacher and her students. Her book
Decoding ESL: International students in the American college classroom uses case studies to
investigate the effects and possible causes of ESL writing errors based on misunderstandings.
Tracing contrastive analysis to the 1940s and 1950s, Tucker (1995) argues that it
posited that many second-language errors were attributable to interference from the
bilingual’s mother tongue. Contrastive analysis thus compared parallel descriptions of
the learner’s native and target languages and then examined the way individuals tended to
transfer sounds, word forms, syntactical patterns, and concepts from first to second
language. (p. 4)
She explains that contrastive analysis joined with second language acquisition research in the
1960s and later to show “how second-language learners are likely to make many of the same
errors as children acquiring their native tongue” (p. 5). Finally, she makes the discussion
contemporary by pointing out that many fields of scholarship came together in the early 1990s to
shed additional light on the potential miscommunications between ESL authors and their
English-speaking audiences: “discourse analysis and comparative rhetoric seek to show how
different languages map pragmatic functions onto linguistic and rhetorical forms” (p. 5). In this
way, Tucker’s position aligns with that of Shaughnessy (1977a), even though Shaughnessy does
not use terms such as contrastive rhetoric.
Most important to Tucker (1995) in this discussion is the difference between the author’s
L1 culture and L2 academic culture: “a reader’s comprehension of any text partly depends on his
or her familiarity with other culturally derived expectations, texts or references” (p. 6). Tucker is
concerned that this varying level of familiarity in students’ work may be “misread” by academic

40
audiences due to the audience’s lack of understanding of the student’s L1 cultural expectations
for writing. Although Tucker uses Shaughnessy (1977a) as only a footnote to argue the
disconnect between the audience’s cultural requirements of writing and those of the authors (p.
183-4), she validates Shaughnessy by shifting the focus from the audience to the student writer,
putting the burden of comprehension on the audience rather than on the author. Tucker argues
that “if our colleges are to accommodate an increasingly international population without
compromising scholastic standards, a logical starting point is our reading of ESL
texts…‘holistically’…as we have been trained to do with native speakers’ essays” (p. 9). Tucker
is emphatic in her desire to foreground authors and their needs – to which the audience should
concede. She feels that the audience must work to recall the author’s L1 and use it as lens
through which arguments can be viewed in context: “interpretation is deepened by consideration
of the social and political context of a piece of discourse” (p. 60).
More indirectly referencing Shaughnessy (1977a) and resonating with ideas from Leki
(1990) and Nelson (1991), Tucker (1995) argues that teachers in general and ESL writing
instructors specifically should remember “that linguistic phenomena such as articles or plural
markers must be examined in terms of both the native language of the speaker and the target
language in which they occur” (p. 68). However, she disagrees with much of Shaughnessy’s
argument by pointing out that investigating and analyzing grammar and usage errors “though
perhaps an appropriate starting point for decoding ESL, will not take the writing instructor very
far” (p. 84). Tucker holds certain principles of expressivist writing instruction dear, advocating
for “the subordination of error correction to creative and communicative concerns; the
encouragement of the writer’s distinctive voice” (p. 94). Again taking a position which moves
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the discussion of best practices further from Shaughnessy but paralleling Nelson (1991), Tucker
argues that “we should be encouraging all of our students to take risks in oral and written work,
emphasizing inventiveness and play before grammatical precision, and concentrating on
communicative function within the essay as a whole rather than on sentence-level work” (p.
136).
Ferris & Hedgcock (1998)
Ferris and Hedgcock’s (1998) introductory textbook Teaching ESL composition:
Purpose, process, and practice provides both a holistic overview of the contemporary theories
and practices in ESL writing education and a number of specific suggestions for the new teacher.
Working in the tradition of Shaughnessy (1977a), Ferris and Hedgcock emphasize the
importance of “taking into account the students’ unique personal and educational profiles, as
well as the characteristics of particular educational institutions” (p. 15). They assume that this
individualization is so important that they continually return to it throughout the text in syllabus
design (pp. 52-62), lesson planning (pp. 73-76), textbook selection (p. 86-87), assessment (p.
113), teacher feedback (pp. 131-141), and grammatical correction (pp. 206-208). They
emphasize that teachers work with students on the individual student’s level, rather than
assuming that the student can work alone to reach the level of the class. Ferris and Hedgcock
also echo Leki (1992) in their assertion that “despite the apparent parallels between the
composing processes of L1 and L2 writers…, ESL writers represent a unique learner population”
(p. 15). They argue, too, that while ESL students and BWs may end up in the same class, those
two populations can mutually benefit from each other as long as the teachers involved do not
make assumptions about the students’ needs and abilities.
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Some twenty years after Shaughnessy’s (1977a) work with Basic Writers, the
conversation has shifted. Although Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) do not directly reference
Shaughnessy, they argue that “indirect correction methods (e.g., noting the location and/or type
of error, asking students to correct errors themselves, etc.) appear to have a more positive effect
on long-term student improvement in accuracy and editing skills” (p. 206). However, their
“indirect correction methods” are teacher-focused, with the teacher being the one who identifies
specific errors for student writers and then expects them to identify future errors. On its surface,
this approach seems to echo Shaughnessy’s, but without the key element of student writers
learning to use specific errors to look for larger patterns. Without the element of greater pattern
recognition, error correction quickly can become the “error obsession” against which
Shaughnessy originally rebelled.
Ferris and Hedgcock (1998) introduce the phenomenon of computer instructional design
and emphasize the importance of at least some computer literacy in the writing classroom.
Despite repeatedly noting the lack of contemporary knowledge about the effects of computer
instruction on writing, they emphasize that “even studies reporting no significant differences
between composing with word processors and with pen and paper…often admit…that student
attitudes toward writing improve when they use computers” (p. 270). In foregrounding student
attitudes over the disagreements in research findings, Ferris and Hedgcock solidify their learnercentered position.
Teaching Composition in the ESL Tutoring Environment
Obviously, there are many different formats and environments in which teaching can take
place. Up to this point, traditional classroom teaching has been discussed, but, especially for
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ESL students, just as much teaching often takes place in a tutoring environment – whether that
environment involves an ESL center, a writing center, or private tutoring. Since tutoring-based
educational environments run the gamut, this dissertation will use the term tutoring environment
to refer to the wide range of one-on-one tutoring environments often available to the ESL
student.
Subsequent Tutoring Composition Theorists
Shaughnessy (1977a, b) designs her approach to fit the needs of a classroom composition
teacher. However, as the previous discussion demonstrates, her approach speaks to many
different methods for and approaches to composition pedagogy. Although her approach is
broadly designed for classroom instruction, her emphasis is on one-to-one student/teacher
interaction and discussion. Therefore, a discussion of the concepts behind ESL composition
tutoring, and their relationship to Shaughnessy’s notions, is vital.
Accomodationist Stance
Current best practices in ESL tutoring are often accommodationist in nature, emphasizing
the balance between the needs of ESL authors and audiences. This accommodationist stance is
underpinned by sociocultural theory and Vygotskyan educational theory which advocates that
the correct level and quantity of “effective feedback cannot be predetermined. The zone of
proximal development emerges collaboratively and individually and is subject to constant
change” (Williams, 2002, p. 85). Therefore, ESL tutoring should be constantly dynamic in
response to the needs of the student. As Shaughnessy (1977a, b) originally posited, each writer
is unique and requires different levels and types of approaches in order to develop.
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There are many ways to bridge the gap. Citing Severino (2006), Matsuda and Cox
(2009) argue that there are functionally three stances that an audience can take when reading
ESL work: “the stances come down to ways of reading difference and whether tutors should read
to ‘correct’ difference, explain difference, or overlook difference” (p. 45). Although they do not
specifically advocate for any one of the stances, they are most approving of the
“accommodationist stance… to help the writer learn new discourse patterns without completely
losing the old so that the writer can maintain both his L1 and L2 linguistic and cultural
identities” (p. 45). Although they do not identify it as accommodationist, Staben and Nordhaus
(2009) take a similar stance: “It is a thorough understanding of genre(s) including their cultural
influences that will help the ESL writer negotiate further writing tasks” (p. 83). This
accommodationist stance is reminiscent of Nelson’s (1991) focus on learner-centered strategies,
Raimes’ (2001) prescriptive language taxonomy, Blau and Hall’s (2002) “guilt-free tutoring,”
Bruce and Rafoth’s (2009) emphasis on tutee culture, and Minnett’s (2009) foregrounding of
culture.
Nelson (1991)
Nelson’s (1991) At the point of need: Teaching basic and ESL writers is a foundational
text discussing her findings from five years of data collected “from working with hundreds of
college students through the diverse processes of collaborative teacher-research” (p. xi). This
collaborative research involves tutors “teaching all students alike: reducing anxiety, helping
students find topics they liked, uncovering tacit knowledge students didn’t know they had, and
building students’ confidence and commitment to writing well” (p. 47). Nelson advocates for a
“growth model” similar to Shaughnessy’s (1977a) model wherein the teachers/tutors emphasize
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author development over simple surface-error correction. In the same vein as Ferris and
Hedgcock (1998) after her, Nelson neither cites nor specifically discuss Shaughnessy.
One of her most powerful findings involves the “importance of attitude, noting that
although we could teach writing behaviors…unless students took writing seriously, they could
turn the best of our lessons into busywork, going through the motions without absorbing much at
all” (Nelson, 1991, p. 99). As do Shaughnessy (1977a) and Ferris and Hedgcock (1998), Nelson
seeks to create a learning environment which is more holistic in nature to acknowledge her
finding that “attitudes always affected writing behavior, which in turn affected writing for better
or for worse” (p. 100). Nelson’s emphasis is on the emotional/affective nature of attitude rather
than on the cultural aspects. She posits that student authors “could improve…they should
improve…they had to improve…they could, in fact, take charge of their learning” (p. 100).
Nelson wants tutors to empower students by teaching them about “their writing
strengths…strategies for revising and editing…[and] writing’s intrinsic awards” (p.100). All of
these aspects are learner-centered rather than audience-centered. Even those aspects which seem
to be other-centered such as “awareness of strategies for revising and editing,” since one tends to
edit and revise for the benefit of the audience’s comprehension, are presented in such a way as to
be student-centered. The revision process itself is said to “change the attitudes of those who felt
inadequate because they did not know that writers do more than one draft” (p.100). This
interpretation of the importance of editing foregrounds the author, but backgrounds the audience
by neither overtly mentioning it nor any effects that revision might have on it. In other words,
since the audience is not an active part of the composition equation, the needs of the audience are
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most likely not noted to be of importance and the writing is much less likely to be modified to
meet the needs of that audience.
However, Nelson (1991) found that “regardless of the type (or types) of awareness
students lacked, some sort of naiveté – about writing, about learning, about what was expected of
them – affected student progress more than lack of ability did” (p. 100). This emphasis on lack
of knowledge rather than lack of ability shifts the conversation from that of students who are
unable to those who are simply unaware and can be taught. This shift not only affects the
students’ emotional status by moving them from a perception of inability to one of
improvement, but it also shifts the teachers’ attitude from authoritarian teaching to a
coaching/mentoring model. Nelson designed an approach to tutoring which she calls “The
Upward Spiral of Increasing Motivation and Success” which begins with “awareness” and cycles
through “attitude,” “behavior,” “writing,” and “rewards” before cycling back to “awareness” to
continue this upward spiral (p. 102). She argues that
as dependent students (passive, resistant, noncommittal, unmotivated) developed
interdependent attitudes (trust, intimacy, desire to help others), dependent behaviors
(waiting for instructions, writing to please teachers, competing, working only for grades)
gave way to interdependent ones (accepting criticism, making helpful suggestions,
writing to please oneself or one’s peers). (p. 113)
Nelson is again emphasizing the students themselves rather than the needs of the audience –
when mentioning audience, “writing to please teachers” is considered negative, and “peers” are
only mentioned in reference to the writer, not as an independent group. However, despite this
oversight, Nelson argues that the move to an advocacy role puts “the students in charge of their
work” (p. 127) and leads “to better attitudes and harder work, which in turn caused student
writing to improve” (p. 129).
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In addition to the focus on learner-centered affective learning, Nelson (1991) speaks to
the differences in student preparation due to discrepancies in skills “learned (that is, studied in
school)” and those that are “acquired (picked up in use)” (p. 144). Nelson argues that it is not
the imbalance in and of itself that causes students’ difficulties but “lack of balance in know-how
(composing strategies)” (p. 144). Nelson’s team notes that, although students with varying
degrees of this kind of imbalance will respond differently, “when students adopted a strong,
personal voice, included firsthand examples, developed their own ideas, and let live audiences
help them shape their essays, the grades they got often improved before their editing did” (p.
148). However, Nelson alleges that this positive change was tempered by the probability of
backsliding due to the fact that “students’ attention was distracted while they flexed unfamiliar
muscles and took what they saw as risks” (p. 151). Again indirectly echoing Shaughnessy
(1977a), she argues that the students must be made consciously aware of their backsliding so that
they can maintain or establish awareness in their positive spiral. These “upward spirals cooccurred with risk taking, which confirmed that a sanctuary atmosphere was critical” (Nelson,
1991, p. 153). This concept of “sanctuary atmosphere” requires tutors to make students feel safe:
“while downward spirals co-occurred with evaluation anxiety, risk taker’s upwards spirals
validated the time tutors had invested in making risk taking safe” (p. 153). Both the validation of
voice in the case of skill imbalance and Nelson’s redressing of students’ downward spirals speak
to a strongly learner-centered approach to tutoring in which the students’ emotional needs should
be foregrounded at the point of need. In other words, Nelson argues that students should be
individually provided with incidental training to support their individual progress when that
training will be of relevant use.
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Nelson (1991) points out that this instruction at the point of need allows “tutors to deal
with gaps in awareness, attitude, and behavior as well as with the gaps in the structure of what
students wrote” (p. 186). Agreeing with Krashen’s (1982) “ideal instructional level,” Britton et
al.’s (1975) “point of need,” and Vygotsky’s (1978) “zone of proximal development,”4 Nelson
argues that “all refer to a psycholinguistic ‘locale’ that coincides with (or includes) the learner’s
point of choice” (p. 190). In pairing a psycholinguistic model with the affective model of
expressivists, Nelson creates a truly learner-centered model which empowers students to take
control of their own writing and to begin to identify those areas in which they need greater
assistance. In other words, the students “learned that fluent writers need operational strategies,
too” (p. 202).
Raimes (2001)
One of the newer insights to this dynamic response discussion is the knowledge level and
cultural comprehension of tutors themselves. Tutors’ needs, too, should be factored into the
accommodationist model. Even when advocating for a seemingly prescriptive syntax model,
Raimes (2001) considers the proximal zone for the tutor as well. Her “Language Guide to
Transfer Errors” graphically displays differences between language groups on a grammatical
level. She identifies grammatical features, the languages which demonstrate that feature, and
examples of probable English transfer errors as presented in Table 1 (Raimes, 2001, n.p.).

Vygotsky (1978) defines the zone of proximal development as “the distance between the actual developmental
level as determined by independent problem solving and the level of potential development as determined through
problem solving under adult guidance or in collaboration with more capable peers” (p. 86).
4
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Table 1:
Language Guide to Transfer Errors

Language Features

Language

Sample Transfer Error In English

Articles

No Articles
No indefinite article
with profession

Russian, Chinese,
Japanese, Farsi, Urdu,
Swahili
Arabic, French, Haitian
Creole, Japanese, Korean,
Vietnamese

Sun is hot.
I bought book.
Computer has changed our lives.
He is student.
She lawyer.

However, instead of being prescriptive in terms of requiring memorization of these differences,
she wishes to: “raise your [the learner’s] awareness about your own and other languages” (n.p.).
Her emphasis on the importance of the tutors’ awareness and ability to respond to the students’
awareness puts Raimes solidly in the accommodationist camp.
Blau & Hall (2002)
Blau and Hall (2002) provide ESL tutoring best-practice suggestions that are much in line
with Bruce and Rafoth’s (2009) accommodationist position appearing seven years later. Blau
and Hall argue that, in order to have what they call “guilt-free tutoring,”
1. Tutors should have a practical grounding in contrastive rhetoric.
2. Tutors should be prepared to be cultural informants as well as writing consultants.
3. Tutors should be comfortable using a directive approach, especially with local concerns
such as grammar, punctuation, idioms, and word usage.
4. Tutors should be comfortable working line-by-line through a paper, or a portion of a
paper.
5. Tutors can interweave global and local concerns rather than prioritizing them. (p. 42)
These five suggestions are in keeping with much of Shaughnessy’s (1977a) original model. As
has been previously discussed, contrastive rhetoric can be used as a tool to accomplish
Shaughnessy’s metacognitive goal(s). Shaughnessy talks about the need for the teacher to be the
guide and mentor for the students in the brave new world of academia. So too, Blau and Hall
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argue that the tutor should be the same kind of guide and mentor for ESL students. Shaughnessy
herself used error analysis and a modified form of current-traditional rhetoric to achieve the kind
of close reading Blau and Hall advocate. Most importantly, their final point – tutors can
interweave global and local concerns rather than prioritizing them – achieves Shaughnessy’s
overarching tenet of using the microcosmic level to help the students understand the
macrocosmic issues in their writing.
Bruce & Rafoth (2009)
In the intervening almost two decades, the discussion has become rather more learnercentered. Bruce and Rafoth’s (2009) edited volume, ESL writers: A guide for writing center
tutors provides a fairly comprehensive tool for tutors to work successfully with ESL students.
Bruce and Rafoth set the tone immediately by giving Leki (2009) the first word. She argues that
“writing centers may be the ideal learning environment for students whose first or strongest
language is not English” (p. 1). Her discussion has earmarks of the social constructionist model
Johns (1990) discusses and echoes Nelson’s (1991) emphasis on the student’s individual needs.
This discussion sets the groundwork for an argument that will foreground the needs of the
individual students and puts the onus on tutors to communicate the ideas and needs of the
academic audience to their clients so that the clients can respond effectively (Leki, 2009, p. 10).
Further, Bruce and Rafoth’s (2009) text echoes Tucker (1995) in its emphasis on the
foregrounding of the ESL students’ cultures: “the richness of ESL writer’s texts…come[s] from
their hybridity and alternativeness” (Matsuda & Cox, 2009, p. 42). Matsuda and Cox further
argue: “reading is an act of communication – the act of listening to what the writer has to say” (p.
49). In putting the burden of responsibility on the audience to understand the author rather than

51
vice versa or both having equal responsibility, they fully reflect the moves of the expressivists
and other learner-centered theorists. This conception of the richness of ESL writers’ experience
– and thus, their work – is reflected in the majority of the pieces in Bruce and Rafoth (2009).
Minett (2009)
Since Minett’s (2009) ESL writers emphasizes learner-centered pedagogy, it also
foregrounds the differences between the students’ L1 culture and that of American academic
writing. Drawing on Connor and Farmer’s (1990) topical structure analysis and Kaplan’s (1966)
contrastive rhetoric, Minett (2009) speaks to some of the same issues that led Shaughnessy
(1977a) to use error analysis: “expectations of clarity are context and culture specific and always
reflect a particular set of values: in this case, the values of academic English” (p. 67). Staben
and Nordhaus (2009) agree:
the community to which both peer tutor and ESL student are being introduced is a
community of academic writers whose language, conventions, and expectations are new
and foreign. It is, in short, a foreign culture – and it’s a culture that often is
underestimated in terms of its significance and scope…Most writing tasks in U.S.
colleges and universities are based on cultural conceptions about clear writing and
effective argumentation – ideas that may not be shared by ESL writers and may indeed
run counter to the ideas about academic writing that the writers bring with them. (p. 79)
Many of the articles are concerned with the mismatch between ESL students’ L1 writing culture
and that of American academic English. The tutor will need to think through her reactions to the
writing based on noting and explicating to the client differences between the two (or more)
cultural writing norms.
Summary
Given that there is a disconnect between the rhetorical expectations of the different
cultures at play in an ESL tutoring situation, Bruce and Rafoth’s (2009) text emphasizes the need
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for the ESL tutor to attempt to bridge that gap. Without directly referencing either Shaughnessy
(1977a) or Nelson (1991), Minett (2009) argues that directive assistance be provided on an asneeded basis to work toward a negotiated meaning (p. 72). This “negotiated meaning”5 is an
echo of the social constructionists (Johns, 1990), but also Tucker’s “reading and re-reading” of
students’ texts. It is the idea that the audience and thus tutors should work to understand the
underlying meaning of the clients’ texts in order to assist clients in their translation between their
L1 culture and the American academic writing culture.
Theoretical Groundings
For the purposes of this study, tutoring (as opposed to traditional or small-group
instruction) is believed to be a more effective mode of instruction for many ESL students because
tutoring is a dynamic and personal process that allows students a greater opportunity to engage in
self-revelation and metacognitive processes. As Harris (2000) indicates,
[t]utors, because they function in a non-evaluative, supportive environment, offer writers
the opportunity to write, think, and talk with someone who through this collaborative talk
and questioning helps the writer use language to develop ideas, to test possibilities, to resee and rethink in the light of feedback from the tutor. (p. 110)
In other words, the tutoring is aimed not at improving the specific piece of writing as such, but at
the development of the writer.
Issues of student identity and personal culture are inextricable from the process of
language learning. A great deal of research has been done identifying the problematic nature of
“ignoring” or “down playing” student identity and culture in second language instruction (e.g.,
5

Note that Minett (2009) is referencing a composition understanding of negotiated meaning which is distinct from
an SLA understanding. “Negotiation” in SLA theory is a set of “conversational adjustments” which include
“clarification requests, confirmation checks, comprehension checks, self- and other- repetitions (both exact and
semantic)” (Long & Porter, 1985, p. 219). This negotiation differs from the composition negotiation in the scope:
compositional negotiation is concept-based, whereas SLA negotiation is lexically or semantically based.
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Cummins, 1986, 1996, 1997, 2001; Krashen, 1997; Ogbu, 1982, 1991, 1992a, 1992b; Marsh,
Hau, & Kong, 2002; Pavlenko & Blackledge, 2004; Norton, 2010, 2013). Instead of ignoring
student culture, using an overt examination of that culture as part of a motivational strategy takes
a step toward providing ESL students with what Shaughnessy (1977a) refers to as personal “toeholds” in rhetorical situation and context. When the rhetorical situation brings an ESL student
and an American academic audience together, there may be a mismatch between both parties’
expectations and the written result. In order to try to minimize this mismatch, the students can
be instructed in “a practical anticipation of what the social meaning and value of the chosen
practice or thing will probably be, given their distribution in social space and the practical
knowledge the other agents have” (Bourdieu, 1984, p. 466). This kind of practical anticipation is
not easy to obtain for ESL students because they do not possess the same kind of “cultural
capital,” or social knowledge, that an American student possesses (Bourdieu 1984). Therefore, it
is incumbent upon the instructor to effectively motivate the students until they can begin to
cultivate their own knowledge of American culture and can compare it with their own.
Guilloteaux and Dörnyei’s (2008) research with ESL students strongly supports the
beneficial effects of a two-fold process by which students can be more effectively motivated:
using instructor-driven interventions leading to student-driven strategies. Their research is based
in large part on Dörnyei’s (2001) four-dimensional taxonomy of student motivation: creating
basic motivational conditions, generating initial motivation, maintaining and protecting
motivation, and encouraging positive retrospective self-evaluation. The first two dimensions are
largely tutor-driven, requiring the tutor to carry the bulk of the motivational “load.” The first
dimension, creating basic motivational conditions, involves creating a bond between students
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and tutors so that students can feel supported in their learning processes. The second dimension,
generating initial motivation, is largely tutor-driven, in that it requires tutors to use strategies to
encourage students to believe not only that they can be successful, but also believe that language
learning is in and of itself something at which they can be successful.

At this point in the

taxonomy, the focus becomes less tutor-centric and more shared. Maintaining and protecting
motivation, the third dimension, is a cooperative process by which students and tutors work
together to tie positive motivation to individual writing tasks and then to the subject of the
writing as a whole. This cooperation provides “learners with experiences of success, allowing
them to maintain a positive social image even during the often face-threatening task of having to
communicate with a severely limited language code, and [promotes] learner autonomy”
(Guilloteaux & Dörnyei, 2008, p. 58). Finally, the student is ready to start developing greater
ownership of the process, leading to the final dimension, encouraging positive retrospective selfevaluation. At this point, the tutor provides less overt motivation and focuses on supportive,
constructive feedback rather than direct modeling. The intervention in this dissertation involves
tutoring which draws significantly upon all four dimensions so that the students can more easily
move from dependence to independence.
Conclusion
A return to Shaughnessy’s (1977a, b) original desire to decipher an student writer’s code
in order to help her learn how to develop herself not only on a given writing assignment, but as
an author as a whole seems to be wholly in line with many of current ESL writing theorists’
ideals and with ESL tutoring best practice. Unlike many theorists who came in the wake of
Shaughnessy’s work and used Shaughnessy’s tools of inquiry to ram down their students’ doors,
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a balance between the needs of the audience and those of the author should be found. This study
is intended to start to use the process of decoding the audience and student author’s culturallybased rhetorical assumptions to help find that balance.

Chapter 3: METHODOLOGY
This chapter provides a detailed description of the process by which the study was
conducted. It is organized in three sections: Research Questions, Cultural-Awareness Approach,
and Data-gathering Procedure. The Research Questions section presents the two questions
guiding this research, and the Cultural-Awareness Approach section outlines the underlying
model for the study. Because the nature of this study relies on the specific tutoring approach, the
Data-gathering Procedure section is divided into two major subsections: Participants and
Procedural Steps. Brief demographic information on participants and the process of their
selection is provided along with a description of the materials for generating and analyzing the
data. In addition, in order to capture the multi-layered nature of the research, I provide an
overview of the procedural steps taken during the year-long data collection, the four steps taken
in this study.
Research Questions
There are two major research questions for this study:
(1) “How does it affect students’ writing or thought processes when a tutor acquaints
them with and helps them identify the L2 audience’s expectations?” This question is addressed
through the identification of relevant utterances in tutorial sessions and student written revisions.
(2) “With focused one-on-one tutorial support, can students develop greater
independence in identifying and anticipating L2 audience expectations?” This question is
addressed through the identification of relevant utterances in tutorial sessions.
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Cultural-Awareness Approach
Tutorial sessions employed a novel tutoring approach intended to focus learners on three
components of audience awareness in drafting and revising academic English: Personal
Awareness, Audience Awareness, and Audience Connection. Each tutoring session’s overarching
focus was to bring student awareness to the complicated relationship between author and
audience, to help students navigate their own cultural assumptions and expectations regarding
audience, to identify the assumptions and expectations of the audience regarding the author, and
to reconcile any disconnects between the two sets of assumptions and expectations.
The three components of this tutoring approach are interconnected in that there is neither
a particular point of entry nor a specific point of departure. In other words, the three components
need not be addressed in a particular order. Answers to questions in one component can
illuminate questions in other components. The writing process is a continually ongoing one
where the writer can gather information – gleaned actively from written feedback or passively
from observations of the audience – and use that information to more accurately meet the needs
of a given audience (Shaughnessy, 1977a,b). When more data – whether insights the writer has
about herself and/or those gathered from the audience – are identified by the writer, all three
areas should be addressed again, in order, to identify and refocus significant information in
future writings. Figure 1 presents a schematic description of the interacting components.
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Personal Awareness

Audience Awareness

Need(s)

Audience

AAE Training

Genre
L1 Writing
Training

Audience Connection

While Writing

After Writing
Figure 1:

Cultural-Awareness Approach Flowchart

Personal Awareness. This first component takes into account the learners’ needs and
aspects of the learners’ rhetorical training, both in his or her first language or in AAE. Here,
students identify outcomes or goals from a given audience (Needs) so that an appropriate
approach can be determined. Students also bring to this component any prior training in AAE,
affording an opportunity to develop any existing conceptual understandings. L1 Writing Training
is an important final element of this component because there is a strong possibility, as has been
previously discussed (Tucker, 1995; Kaplan, 1966), that the students’ expectations of both the
language training itself, immersion in a culture writ large, and academic language training will
affect their production of AAE writing.
Audience Awareness. This component focuses students outside of their own experience
and toward the needs of the audience. Once the students have started assessing their own stances
and needs, they can begin to work with the tutor toward meeting the needs of the audience and of
the specific genre in which they will be writing.
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Audience Connection. Finally, Audience Connection ties these first two components
together, encouraging students to think through the first two components and apply their insights
to the given writing task. The While Writing element is where students take information gleaned
from the Personal and Audience Awareness components and use that information to create a
more audience-appropriate document. Once feedback on the writing is available, the After
Writing element is where students can integrate immediate (or prior) feedback into their writing.
Tutoring sessions in this study were organized around guiding questions that address each
of these components. Ultimately, data gathered from a variety of sources aided in the analysis of
the operationalization of this approach in a tutoring setting.
Data-Gathering Procedure
A case-study approach was used to follow a group of freshman-level ESL
rhetoric/composition students through their freshman year coursework. These data were
collected in a research-based qualitative protocol in four steps:
1.
2.
3.
4.

conducting initial interviews with course instructor and participants
tutoring participants using the cultural-awareness approach
tracking participants’ writing development over the course of an academic year
conducting interviews with participants during the semester

Five types of data were collected:
1. digital recordings of tutoring sessions and interviews with course instructor and
participants
2. transcripts of recorded sessions
3. tutor’s session notes, including annotated copies of participants’ papers
4. graded final drafts of participants’ papers, including instructor feedback and grades
5. participants’ reflective semester-end papers
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Participants
Participants were drawn from an introductory ESL Freshman year Composition program
at a midwestern public university (referred to here as RMU). RMU enrolls approximately
21,000 undergraduate and graduate students, approximately 700 of whom are international
students.
Two first-year composition courses (one semester for each) are required general
education requirements at RMU, and non-native English speaking students are encouraged to
enroll in sections of these courses reserved for English language learners. These ESL sections
are taught by instructors with expertise in ESL and are pedagogically developed for ESL student
writers. Throughout this study, these ESL-only freshman composition courses will be referred to
as ESL 100 and ESL 101.
Student-Participant Selection
The available population of participants came from a fall ESL 100 class of 17 students.
A group of nine participants, none of whom had taken a college-level writing course before,
were initially identified based on their English proficiency as noted by the instructor and were
then balanced based on relative representation. Because all potential participants were initially
students enrolled in a class, I will refer to them in this study as “students” or “studentparticipants.”
Four factors were used to narrow down the initial pool and to provide the greatest
possible range of diversity: willingness to participate, L1, gender, and major. Although all nine
students agreed to participate, the most balanced group was a more manageable pool of four
student-participants. Each student-participant represents a different L1 background: Spanish
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(Indo-European), Arabic (Afro-Asiatic), and two different branches of Sino-Tibetan – Cantonese
and Burmese.
Of the four student-participants, two were identified by the instructor as “high
proficiency” and two as “low proficiency.” Each proficiency grouping had one female and one
male student. Similarly, each proficiency grouping had one applied discipline-based major
(Mechanical Engineering and Forensic Psychology), and one social discipline-based major
(Political Science and Elementary Education). Table 2 presents these demographic details.
Table 2:
Student-Participant Demographics

Name

Gender

Home
Country

L1

Ali

Male

Saudi Arabia

Arabic

Di

Female

China

Mandarin

Kyaw Swar

Male

Myanmar

Burmese

Mariana

Female

Colombia

Spanish

Major
Mechanical
Engineering
Elementary
Education
Political
Science
Forensic
Psychology

Proficiency
Low
Low
High
High

Student-Participant Descriptions
Ali. Ali was identified as lower-proficiency, especially noting numerous syntactic and
surface-level errors. He is from Saudi Arabia, speaks Arabic, and, in his freshman year, planned
to major in Mechanical Engineering. Of the four participants, Ali had the least preparation in
academic writing. Prior to his experience in the United States, he said that his Saudi Arabian
schooling had included writing only rarely and, even then, he felt it was considered to be
unimportant.
Di. Di was the second student the instructor identified as being lower proficiency.
Indeed, Di herself was very concerned about her language production and often wanted to work
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on prescriptive grammar to the exclusion of everything else. Di felt that her academic writing
education had been significant while in China, but was so different from AAE that she was
constantly worried. Di is from mainland China, speaks Cantonese, and planned to major in
elementary education once she could fulfill her college’s admissions requirements.
Kyaw Swar. Kyaw Swar is a Burmese6 national who was majoring in Political Science.
His previous experience in AAE and his L1 rhetorical education are limited based primarily on
what he referred to as the lack of a strong educational system in Burma, but also because Kyaw
Swar’s education was vocational in nature. He was identified as higher proficiency but with
some surface-level errors.
Mariana. The instructor identified this participant as high proficiency, and noted
Mariana’s willingness and ability to share during class. She is Colombian and a native Spanish
speaker. At the time of the study, Mariana was a freshman, majoring in Forensic Psychology
and attending RMU on an athletic scholarship. In Colombia, she was given a collegepreparatory education and thus had significant experience in both her L1 rhetorical education and
in AAE.
Procedural Step 1: Initial Interviews
Two types of initial interviews were conducted: an interview with the course instructor
primarily to identify a pool of participants and initial demographic and baseline interviews with
student-participants.

6

Kyaw Swar tended to use “Burma” and “Myanmar” interchangeably, so with his permission, I do so as well.
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Instructor Initial Interview
This initial interview was conducted in a face-to-face format and digitally recorded with
the consent of the instructor. In this approximately twenty-minute interview the instructor
identified potential student-participants and presented her initial assessment of the students’
abilities. The instructor’s initial interview questions appear in Appendix C: Initial Instructor
Interview Questions.
Student-Participant Initial Interviews
Initial student interviews were conducted with the written consent of the students in a
face-to-face format and were digitally recorded. These interviews also took no more than
approximately twenty minutes each. The purpose of the initial student-participant interviews
was to gain demographic insight into the student-participants’ cultural, linguistic, and academic
backgrounds and learn of some of their assumptions about learning to write academic essays in
English. Their responses to the initial questions also revealed their general academic background
and attitudes about academic writing. The responses helped me understand how they thought
about the kind(s) of writing they are expected to complete as part of their study in their majors
and related careers. These initial responses served as a baseline in order to note changes over
time. Appendix D: Initial Student Interview Questions provides the list of initial student
interview questions.
Procedural Step 2: Tutoring with the Cultural-Awareness Approach
The second – and most important – step involved the student-participants receiving
individualized tutoring focusing primarily on the writing assignments for their college writing
class. Each student received tutoring that was intended to promote the use of audience
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awareness approach as a way to identify writing assumptions and audience expectations, and to
bridge the potential gap between the students’ L1 rhetorical background and that of the AAE
audience – the core of the cultural-awareness approach.
Process
The cultural-awareness approach was applied during a year-long process of learning. This
learning process was implemented through individual tutoring sessions which were subdivided
into five stages, the Progress Stages illustrated in Figure 2. The students were instructed to bring
two copies of the drafts on which they wished to work during the tutoring session: one for the
student to take notes, and one for the tutor to take notes on and keep. The sessions were digitally
audio-recorded.
There were two general types of sessions for any particular writing assignment: drafting
and revision. The type of writing the student brought to the session generally defined the type of
session. The drafting sessions were those which typically involved new writing and/or writing
which had not been previously reviewed by the instructor. The second type of session typically
involved revising material which had been reviewed by the instructor. These revision sessions
broadly paralleled the drafting sessions, but were more narrowly focused on meeting the needs of
a specific audience as dictated by the instructor’s comments. The stages of each process are
presented in Figure 2.
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Typical Drafting Session

Typical Revision Session

Stage 1: Focus Setting

Stage 1: Review Audience Commentary

Stage 2: Focus Narrowing

Stage 2: Rhetorical Situation Setting

Stage 3: Rhetorical Situation Setting

Stage 3: Focus Setting

Stage 4: Guided Correction

Stage 4: Guided Correction

Stage 5: Student Correction

Stage 5: Student Correction
Figure 2:

Stages of Drafting and Revision Sessions

It is important to note that, due to the personal nature of the tutoring relationship and the studentcentered focus of tutoring, the tutoring protocol allowed for deviation and recursion as student
foci and/or error patterns were not always immediately identifiable.
The first progress stage, focus setting, involves dimensions two and three of Dörnyei’s
(2001) four-dimensional taxonomy: generating initial motivation, and maintaining and
protecting motivation. This stage increases students’ expectations of success by foregrounding
their needs and requiring them to provide greater clarity in their thinking. Additionally, it
provides a positive affect by putting the student in control of the direction of the session. The
student is in de facto control, which provides greater comfort and minimizes loss of face.
Rhetorical Situation Setting, stage 3, includes all four of Dörnyei’s (2001) dimensions:
creating basic motivational conditions, generating initial motivation, maintaining and protecting
motivation, and encouraging positive retrospective self-evaluation. Talking to the students about
how both they and the audience can have their needs met helps maintain motivation, by showing
students how they may best develop their own autonomy. Finally, at this stage of the tutoring
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session, the student has an opportunity to look for and reflect on the effect(s) of her writing,
providing tools for her to seek the result she wants by meeting both her and the audience’s
expectations. Once the answers to the relevant questions are identified, the tutor requests that
students read through their writing aloud.
Dörnyei’s (2001) third dimension, maintaining and protecting motivation, is central to
progress stage 4 since it is a heavily scaffolded process and thus “protected” approach. Guided
correction helps to provide protection by modeling the process of error correction, which shelters
students from losing face. Modeling also maintains motivation through showing students how to
engage in the process in a supported way rather than asking them to do so by themselves.
Additionally, this stage speaks to elements of the fourth dimension, encouraging positive
retrospective self-evaluation through modeling error correction and some reasoning for choosing
that correction.
The final Dörnyei (2001) dimension, encouraging positive retrospective self-evaluation,
is exemplified by stage 5. Providing ample positive feedback is vital as the students are working
through the process of identifying variables at play in their rhetorical and/or syntactic choices
and reasoning behind those variables. However, as with the third dimension, maintaining and
protecting motivation, it is also important to continue providing the student with opportunities
for success on which to build. Students must draw on all of their prior knowledge and
experience to generate content. However, it is important to build in a number of opportunities
for students to experience success so that they are not as concerned with taking risks.
As with the drafting sessions, it is important that the revision sessions actively cultivate
the student’s motivation by engaging with Dörnyei’s (2001) four dimensions: creating basic
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motivational conditions, generating initial motivation, maintaining and protecting motivation,
and encouraging positive retrospective self-evaluation. Since it would be very unlikely that a
revision session would be early on in the tutor-student relationship when Dörnyei’s first two
dimensions are integral to establishing a trust-based relationship, less relative emphasis can be
placed on the first two dimensions. However, maintaining the rapport developed through the
first and second dimensions is vital to engaging in what could be a very trying experience for the
student.
Dörnyei’s (2001) second and third dimensions are primarily at play in this study as the
tutor needs to instill the importance of audience-specific revision. The tutor needs to emphasize
the positive comments, especially if the student is displaying concern or defensive reactions. In
emphasizing the positive commentary, the tutor can also provide the experience of success
necessary to an active revision process.
Drafting Tutoring Sessions
Each stage of the tutoring approach has been developed to provide structured
opportunities for students to learn how to work with their and the audience’s cultural
assumptions and expectations. In Figure 3, the stages of the typical drafting session correspond
with relevant components of the tutoring approach. Of course, the recursive and often dialogic
nature of one-on-one tutoring assumes that these are not lockstep moves.
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Connection to Cultural-Awareness
Approach Components

Typical Drafting Session
Stage 1: Focus Setting

Personal Awareness: Needs

Stage 2: Focus Narrowing

Personal Awareness: Needs, AAE
Training, L1 Writing Training

Stage 3: Rhetorical Situation Setting
Stage 4: Guided Correction

Audience Awareness: Audience, Genre
Audience Connection: While Writing

Stage 5: Student Correction

Audience Connection: While Writing
Figure 3:

Typical Session Stages & Connections to Components

Drafting Session Stage 1: Focus Setting. In this first stage the tutor asks the studentparticipant to indicate the focus or purpose of the session, in terms of what the studentparticipant wishes to work on in a draft. In other words, the student identifies a general focus to
guide the session and to tighten the examination of the writing. In some ways, the first stage is
the most important because it shows the students the tutor’s willingness to engage with their
needs and to work so that they could feel more comfortable in taking risks.
For instance, in a session with Di on a narrative paper discussing a place that is important
to her, Di requested a focus on “grammar,”

I

D

Okay so we’ll focus on grammar. Now. Um, is there any – because last time the kind of
talked about we talked about some commas. We talked about some pronoun stuff. Was
there something that you wanted me to pay special attention to that you worked to fix this
time?
M-m-m-m (5.0) The verb tense?
Excerpt 1:
Drafting Stage 1 – Di, F1
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Since her initial focus was too broad to provide a useful focus during a 60-minute session, I tried
to help Di narrow down the focus to something more manageable by reminding her of the
specific grammar foci from the previous session. Once the initial focus was set, I wrote the
focus on the top of my copy of the student’s writing as can be seen in Figure 4.

Figure 4:
Drafting-Session Stage 2 Example

Writing the focus down on the copy of the writing helps both the tutor and student literally focus
their efforts on the topic(s) the student identifies. It also allows the tutor to sort through the
potentially significant number of different kinds of errors to help the student be more routinized
in her/his tutoring.
Drafting Session Stage 2: Focus Narrowing. The second stage in a typical drafting
session is focus narrowing. Since all tutoring sessions are different, the tutor asks subsequent
questions about the session’s focus in order to enable the student-participant to identify her true
concerns or needs regarding the writing. This stage involves generating greater clarity and
motivation by working with the student to identify the true area(s) of “concern.” Asking the
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student questions like “What kind?” and “Can you give me an example of it?” helps to narrow
down to the tight focus necessitated by an hour-long tutoring session.
For example, in this session, Di’s original focus was “grammar.” After a few follow-up
questions, we were able to narrow the focus down to “verb tense,” and to discover that she
wanted to use a first-person point-of-view.
I
D

The verb tense? Okay. Did you decide which one of the three wanted to go with? The
~I’s? Is that [what you decided?]
{nods}
Excerpt 2:
Drafting Stage 2 – Di, F1

Drafting Session Stage 3: Rhetorical Situation Setting. Once the focus has been
established, the tutor can proceed to Stage 3, and work with the student-participant to establish
the student’s perceptions of rhetorical situation using guiding questions in sections 1 and 2 in
Appendix A. This stage can be as brief as two minutes on the effect of a two-inch-wide margin
on the audience, or as long as being the guiding focus in the discussion for the subsequent four
stages.
For example, Ali was working on generating a set of questions for class about To Kill a
Mockingbird. His focus was “Brainstorming ideas for good question.” Therefore, I took the
opportunity to develop his sense of the rhetorical situation of the assignment so he could more
fully understand how to appropriately construct the expected written product.
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I

You are asking questions about the book. So here’s the logic-- let’s back up a second.
The reason that, um, teachers have you do this kind of thing is because, when you’re
reading something it’s very easy to just read through it and if you don’t understand
something, just skip it. Okay? So when a teacher asks you to ask questions, what the
teacher is actually asking you to do is slow down, and really start thinking about things.
Like why is this going on? What do I think about this?
Excerpt 3:
Drafting Stage 3 – Ali, F2

Drafting Session Stage 4: Guided Correction. Now that the focus for the session has been
set and the rhetorical situation for both audience and student-participant has been established, the
tutor should ask students to read their writing aloud. In the guided correction stage, the tutor
uses the student’s identified focus to identify and remedy errors, and the discussion moves away
from the conceptual and back into the students’ immediate frame – tying the conceptual error
correction to the more personal and thus, immediate information gathered in the first stage.
Students read their writing aloud, and when an error is identified by either the tutor or student,
the tutor models error correction: identification of error, reasoning behind the error, effect(s) of
that error on the audience, several possible ways to correct the error, and selection of the most
appropriate correction. In other words, the tutor first identifies the presence of an error in the
student’s writing. Depending on the level of the student and difficulty of the error, the tutor
might ask the student to find the error in her own writing. If an error has been discussed
previously, in that session or a previous one, it is more likely for the student to be able to find her
own error pattern. Then, the tutor suggests possible reasons behind the particular error based on
prior knowledge of the specific student’s language proficiency, or by simply asking the student
why she thinks she might have made that error. Next, the tutor discusses what effects the error
might have on the audience. Those effects on the audience might be as small as noting
inconsistences in formatting or as large as questioning the student’s argument due to problematic
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phrasing. Once the student has an idea of why an error was made and what might be problematic
about it, the student and tutor can address the error. It is preferable to ask students to generate
options, but if students are having significant difficulty, the tutor may provide options when all
attempts to coax an appropriate solution from the student are exhausted. Using a scaffolded
process of error correction models the behavior for students so that they may start to take
ownership in subsequent stages.
For example, in a session with Di on her narrative place paper, the focus was on
indeterminate subject pronouns. Di had been reading her essay when she came upon the
sentence “That is the reason I like to stay in a comfortable coffee shop.” In her sentence, the
demonstrative pronoun that does not match its antecedent. I alerted Di to the issue and started to
involve her in the process of identifying and then correcting this error:

I

D
I
D

Okay now. Let’s look at this pronoun thing the word. The word that is pronoun. Okay?
What word would you replace that with. So just like you usually replace nouns with
pronouns, you can then replace pronouns with nouns. So what is the reason that you’d
like to stay in a comfortable coffee shop?
M-m-m-m (7.0) just like, to relax?
So more than one thing?
Yeah.
Excerpt 4:
Drafting Stage 4 – Di, F1

Drafting Session Stage 5: Student Error Correction. This final stage signals a shift in
emphasis from shared to student-shouldered. This stage may be triggered in a number of ways,
ranging from a student’s request to a tutor’s judgment of readiness. However, the goal of all
tutoring sessions should be some degree of Stage 5 activation. Where the tutor has been
modeling the metacognitive process of error pattern analysis, now the student leads the process.
This stage is both summative and formative in that it allows the tutor to know how comfortable
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and facile students are with the process and simultaneously allows students to take the prior
knowledge and apply it. The tutor asks students to identify errors on their own, based on the
error correction already reviewed in that or previous tutoring sessions. For example, in order to
trigger the student’s agency, the tutor might ask “Which of your previous conceptions will
prohibit you from reaching your audience?” However, the goal is for the student to identify
his/her own errors without prompting. For example, the student might say, “This part looks like
what we did over here. I don’t think it’s right. I think this sentence would work better this way.”
Examples of questions to be used in this stage are in found in section 3a of Appendix B.
Therefore, this stage is often triggered through some level of coaching. The tutor is still
responsible for helping guide students, but the responsibility should be on students to make
discoveries and corrections.
Another example of this vital fifth stage demonstrates a grammatical focus: In a website
evaluation paper, Mariana asked to focus on demonstrative pronouns. The sentence we were
working on was “Taking this into consideration, I concluded that either source would work for
me, though the governmental source sounds more professional, so I decided to go with that.”
She had identified both this and that as being problematic. Mariana is taking control of the
process here by identifying potential problems with revising the sentence. Since she was having
difficulty, I provided suggestions:
I
M
I
M

Well then just use it as a-- instead of using it as a pronoun, like you have here, use it as an
adjective. So, beside this work, or beside this, um, effort, or beside this process.]
[Issue?]
There you go.
Okay, besides this issue. {continues reading}
Excerpt 5:
Drafting Stage 5 – Mariana, F1
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She did not need much scaffolding and provided her own solution – the word issue – before I
finished offering a suggestion. This independence is the core of this stage.
Drafting Session – Summary. Drafting sessions are by far the more common tutoring
session in this study. They are conducted in five stages: focus setting, focus narrowing,
rhetorical situation setting, guided correction, and student correction. In these sessions, the focus
is student-driven. These tutoring sessions differ from revision sessions in the overriding focus.
In revision sessions, on the other hand, the focus is on identifying and meeting audience
expectations.
Revision Tutoring Sessions
If the student is working on revising a paper that has already received feedback, the tutor
will draw the student’s attention to the audience’s reaction to the writing, noting the relevant
effects on the audience, as exemplified in this type of guiding question: “How will you take what
you’ve learned about writing for this audience to be used in your next writing?” Although the
revision session has largely the same general elements as the drafting session, the focus of the
revision session is primarily on active engagement with the specific audience of the assignment,
in terms of reviewing and responding to audience feedback.
Revision Session Stage 1: Review audience commentary. Responding to instructor
feedback can be a frightening and stressful process that may result in a loss of face. At this point
in the process, the student has already shown a degree of commitment by writing the assignment
and submitting it for evaluation. Even if the evaluation is positive and validating, risk always
comes with evaluation, and that risk can be emotionally difficult for authors. Therefore, starting
the session with the instructor’s commentary provides both context and focus for the session and
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engages immediately with the potential concern about meeting any of the reader’s unmet
expectations. Ideally, the student will have read the audience’s – in this case the instructor’s –
comments/feedback prior to the session, and the session would begin with the tutor and student
exploring the feedback, to identify and answer any questions the student may have, and to help
the tutor work with the student to develop a sense of the audience’s needs and expectations.
For example, in a session with Kyaw Swar on a narrative paper assignment, Kyaw Swar
had questions on feedback his instructor gave him in an editing conference. The instructor had
used the symbol
KS

I

, but Kyaw Swar did not recognize the meaning of that symbol.

But there’s some part, some comment I don’t understand. Like here {points to comment
on paper} What is it? I don’t know.
And you-- okay, this means switch it around. So, in American formatting, the period
goes inside the quotes. Okay? So when you see that, {pointing to editing mark on paper}
it just basically means switch it.
Excerpt 6:
Revision Stage 1 – Kyaw Swar, F1

In this example, Kyaw Swar was focusing on mechanics, which were easily remedied.
The remaining four stages in revision sessions proceed in the same manner as the drafting
sessions, save for the fact that the general focus is on responding to the audience’s commentary
rather than purely on issues that concern the student.
Procedural Step 2: Tutoring – Summary
Tutoring is the heart of this study and the bulk of its procedure. To briefly review, the
second step in this study involves two major foci of tutoring: drafting and revision. A revision
session differs from a drafting session in its focus on identifying and responding to audience
feedback. Both revision and drafting sessions consist of five stages, but, due to their difference
in focus, the nature and order of the stages differs slightly.
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The preceding step, the interviews and the remaining three steps –Written Work
Collection, Medial and Terminal Interviews, and Analysis – all provide context for the tutoring.
Procedural Step 3: Written Work Collection
As an additional form of data for analysis and to assist students with the long-term
development of writing skills, graded final drafts were collected during the fall semester of ESL
100. The tutor collected the papers from the instructor before the papers were returned to the
students, digitally scanned them, and returned them to the instructor so that she could return
them to the students. Collecting the graded writing allowed examination of comments that the
instructor provided to the students and thus aided in helping the students identify the areas in
which they could learn to fulfill the expectations of the audience more effectively.
The majority of work the students brought in was directly related to their ESL 100 or
ESL 101 papers or assignments. However, the students also chose to work on a wide range of
other academic writing, including papers and assignments for other classes the students were
taking, and applications for scholarships. The foci for individual sessions were equally divided
between surface-error issues such as tense consistency and structure-based issues such as
paragraph development. However, regardless of the focus or type of work, tutoring sessions
were conducted according to the Cultural-awareness approach.
Participant Writings
Five graded writing assignment were collected: two informal pieces of writing – an
introduction letter to their instructor and a final reflection – and three formal papers: A
Significant Place, This I Believe, and To Kill a Mockingbird. The assignments for this course are
listed in Table 3 in the order in which they were assigned.
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Table 3:
Participant Writings

Fall – ESL 100

Letter of Introduction
Significant Place
This I Believe
To Kill a Mockingbird
Final Reflection

Letter of Introduction. The letter of introduction was a brief, informal letter. The
students were instructed to introduce themselves by providing the instructor with any
information about them that they think she would like to or would need to know. This
assignment was graded for completion, not for typical writing criteria such as concept
development, structural consistency, or relative lack of surface errors.
A Significant Place paper. This paper was the first, semi-formal piece of graded writing.
The criteria for grading the final draft were: “commitment to topic,” “organization,” “sentence
structure,” “consistent verb tense,” “level of diction,” “grammar/usage,” “punctuation,”
“mechanics,” and “interesting title.” The majority of students wrote about locations in their
home countries with religious or familial importance.
This I Believe paper. The second formal paper was written in concert with reading This I
Believe II (Allison, Gediman, Gregory, & Merrick, 2008). Before and during the process of
writing their own belief paper, the students read several This I Believe essays both from the book
and from the website (This I Believe, Inc., 2005). The students were instructed to “Name your
belief. Tell a story. Be brief. Be affirmative. Be personal.” These directions outline the
official This I Believe guidelines. The instructor evaluated the writing on “commitment to an
affirmative belief,” “organization,” “sentence structure,” “consistent verb tense,” “level of
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diction,” “grammar/usage,” “punctuation,” “mechanics,” “interesting title,” and “oral
presentation of belief.”
To Kill a Mockingbird paper. Similar to the This I Believe paper, the final formal paper
was written concert with reading a book: To Kill a Mockingbird. The students both read the
book and watched the movie in class. This paper was evaluated based on “organization,”
“sentence structure,” “consistent verb tense,” “level of diction,” “grammar/usage,”
“punctuation,” “mechanics,” “interesting title,” and “appropriate use of secondary material.”
Reflection paper. The reflection paper is a final cumulative and metacognitive
assignment designed primarily to assist students in identifying writing progress made. Although
all teachers in the department have the academic freedom to design the assignment to fit their
needs, the assignment is department-wide and used as part of programmatic analysis for RMU’s
First Year Composition program. Therefore, the assignment encourages students to recognize
that the audience for the paper was not strictly their own instructor, but all of the teachers in the
English program. This writing assignment is the only one of the five which does not have
instructor feedback on it because the assignment was posted on the students’ electronic portfolio
(e-portfolio) site rather than being submitted in hardcopy. Since this assignment was submitted
as part of the e-portfolio, a specific set of grading criteria were not applied as had been with the
previous assignments; however, the portfolio itself was eligible to be randomly selected for
department-wide portfolio assessment.
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Procedural Step 4: Medial & Terminal Interviews
The tutor conducted interviews at the end of the first (“medial”) and second (“terminal”)
semesters with both the student-participants and the instructor. These interviews were designed
to provide “snapshots” of the students’ progress and the instructor’s perceptions of that progress.
The medial student interviews focused on what the students learned that semester and
how they felt about what they learned. The final student interviews focused on what the students
believed they learned during the year, how they felt about what they learned, and whether they
believed that what they learned was applicable in contexts outside of the college writing
classroom. The terminal interviews for the students provided insight into their awareness of the
audience for their writing and their ability to meet the needs of that audience. Additionally, the
responses revealed the students’ levels of awareness of the areas in which they needed to
continue to grow as writers. Questions driving these interviews are found in Appendix E:
Medial/Terminal Student Interview Questions.
The medial and terminal instructor interviews focused on any instructor observed
changes in student writing and/or behavior – see Appendix F: Medial/Terminal Instructor
Interview Questions. The medial interview was designed to provide a snapshot of the students’
progress after one semester of tutoring and writing instruction. The terminal interview
developed that snapshot seeking commentary on long-term progress that the instructor felt the
students made.
Conclusion
This chapter shares the Research Questions, Materials, Participant Demographics, and the
Procedure for tutoring and data collection. The Procedure consisted of four steps: initial
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instructor and student interviews, tutoring, written work collection, and medial and terminal
interviews. Participant Demographics described the four participants – Ali, Mariana, Kyaw
Swar, and Di – and the process by which they were chosen.

CHAPTER 4: RESULTS
This chapter presents results of the analysis of data collected over the nine-month period
of the study. In the first section, the Research Questions and the data collected are briefly
reviewed. In the individual case study section, each student-participant’s data are discussed, and
these data are contextualized in the final section, Discourse Moves.
Research Questions
Shaughnessy (1977a) rejects many contemporary composition pedagogies by arguing that
“such strategies ram at the doors of [Basic Writers’] incompetence while the keys that would
open them lie in view” (p. 5). It is the problem of in whose “view” those keys lie that I raise in
this study. Native English speakers have a view of the keys to their future success because,
while they may not have the key in hand, native speakers generally know what a “key” looks
like. Non-native speakers are faced with the need for the keys, but a lack of knowledge of what
to look for – what precisely these “keys” are and how one would know them if one saw them.
Even if one were taught the word key, would the knowledge of that word provide enough insight
to know how and when to use the object? Or, more likely in the case of ESL learners, what if in
one’s culture, “keys” were used only in specific ways by specific people?
This study broadly investigates the effect(s) of applying a Cultural-Awareness approach
to the teaching of American Academic English (AAE) to English language learners, empowering
students with the a priori knowledge of what a “key” is. I used “Shaughnessy-like”
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(1977a) methods to create a framework for my approach. Shaughnessy argued that students need
to learn how to
experience consciously the process whereby a writer arrives at a main idea or point;… to
practice seeing and creating structure in written language; and… to recognize specific
patterns of thought that lie embedded in sentences and that point to ways of developing
large numbers of sentences into paragraphs and essays. (p. 274)
This experiencing, practicing, and recognizing is at the heart of all tutoring sessions. It was
always a major goal of this study to help students with the thinking through and ownership of
this process, and I will use the shorthand “Shaughnessy-like” practices to refer to students’
practice and recognition of the process.
To this end, as noted in the methodology chapter, audio recordings of tutoring sessions
were transcribed and analyzed to look for examples in the interactions indicating an awareness of
the audience and of the cross-cultural differences between first and second language writing
requirements. Some of these discourse moves provide overall indicators of audience awareness
while others are more representative of an awareness of how using first language strategies or
constructions may be ineffective.
In the analysis of the tutoring and interview interactions, I have categorized relevant
student-participant discourse moves as indicative of Cultural-Awareness Progress (CAP) and
Progress Stages. While the characteristics of CAP moves will be discussed in greater detail
below, these moves relate to how the content of a conversational turn reflects the student’s
awareness of differing rhetorical expectations, further categorized as related to a discussion of
writing (Cultural Writing Interaction or CWI) or audience awareness (Audience Awareness or
AA) turns. The most relevant CAP markers are the ones related to student-driven content, those
generated by the student-participant independently. I also identify markers in the discourse that
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provide utterance-based evidence of any of the five Progress Stages in either drafting or
revisions sessions (or both). Keeping in mind that the drafting and the revisions sessions are
characterized by different Progress Stages, and that any tutoring session ideally cycles through
all five stages, it is the final Stage 5: Student-Guided Error Correction that is of paramount
interest. These category labels will be used in the case studies to help qualify and quantify the
student-participants’ progress through the cultural-awareness approach to tutoring.
Individual Case Studies
All four student-participants were often willing to probe deeper and discuss further than I
could have hoped. All this being said, since the student-participants were all enrolled in their
first year of an American university, they experienced all of the exploration, trauma, and
excitement such a year brings. Persistent medical conditions, very frequent sports practices,
uncertainty about future education plans, or simple culture-shock all had an impact on these
student-participants. As such, each student-participant’s data must be interpreted in context, as
this was not an experimental treatment study under controlled conditions. Therefore, these case
studies present each student-participant as an individual, discuss her or his tutoring experience,
and note any relevant data from his or her writing samples.

All papers and assignments

discussed as being from ESL 100 or ESL 101 will be referred to as they are described in Chapter
3.
Ali
Ali has an understated sense of humor, but a very perceptive and creative mind.
Although Ali had studied English in high school in Saudi Arabia, he did not find it very useful.
He stated that when he arrived in the United States, “I came here, I only know the alphabet and
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numbers.” He entered RMU through a private for-profit ESL program housed at the university7,
and prior to entering RMU had undergone several months of intensive English instruction at an
FEC center in a nearby city.
He majored in mechanical engineering at RMU on his father’s advice. His father
attended RMU, “and he, what he told me, is to get opportunity the opportunity to get a good job
that’s better if I graduate from United States ‘cuz I’ll get better education.” However, Ali plans
to return to Saudi Arabia after his earning his Master’s degree because oil companies in Saudi
“pay good for engineers.”
Despite significant health problems that impeded his academic progress during his first
year at RMU, Ali was eager to learn and seemed to enjoy sharing his culture as much as he
enjoyed learning about American culture. During his sessions, he provided some of the most
insightful views about cultural audience awareness. In fact, five minutes into his initial
interview, Ali identified cultural exchange as one of his main reasons for choosing to study in the
United States. He wanted to study here to, “you know like, change our minds like different
cultures like, yeah!” However, his health issues and difficulty with maintaining his academic
workload provided uneven but nevertheless interesting data.
Unlike some of the other student-participants, Ali often was able to narrow down his
writing-related issues to higher-level ones – such as audience – rather than focusing on concrete
issues such as surface errors. Being an unknowing grammatical descriptivist, he focused on the
use of the language rather than its technical rules. He was able to separate prescriptive English
instruction from actual descriptive AAE use. For example, during our initial interview, I asked

7

This program will be referred to as a For-profit Educational Company (FEC).
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Ali about his previous experience with English instruction. He described having undergone
several months of intensive English instruction at an FEC center. His only gripe was that
“Unfortunately, they taught us like basic things which the university doesn’t want that. They
want college writing.” When we discussed what “basic things” were, he talked about writing
sentences and working on “those grammar word things.” On the other hand, when we talked
about what he meant by “college writing,” he mentioned “writing papers.” He was very worried
about writing papers, especially research and analysis papers because he had not done anything
like this, “Not even on English class like!” By discussing these differences, he showed a
rudimentary but solid conception of what Shaughnessy (1977a) describes as “the difference
between being effective in any dialect and being right according to the conventions of a
particular dialect” (p. 126).
Tutoring Sessions
Ali’s four sessions totaled approximately three hours and eleven minutes. All four
sessions were directly related to papers for his ESL 100 class, and all four yielded at least a few
CAP markers and Progress Stages. Table 4 provides an overview of all four of Ali’s sessions,
complete with date of session, session code, paper topic worked on during the session, and
duration of the session in minutes.
Table 4:
Ali Tutoring Session Overview

Tutoring Sessions
Date
Session #
Paper Topic
Duration
(minutes)

12-Oct
F1
This I Believe
58.02

15-Nov
F2
To Kill a
Mockingbird

30-Nov
F3
To Kill a
Mockingbird

16-Jan
S4
st
1 Semester
Reflection

7.52

52.51

68.49
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However, half of the sessions (F2 & F3) were not as productive as they might have been,
as Ali did not bring papers to work on. During session F2, he had not done enough of the
homework (reading his assigned fifteen pages of To Kill a Mockingbird) in order to brainstorm
for his paper. During session F3, he also had not completed his homework, nor had he brought a
copy of a paper on which to work; however, he had done enough work to allow for discussion of
and brainstorming for the assignment, so we held a full session. Even without assigned work,
discussion and brainstorming were two things at which Ali excelled. During his tutoring
sessions, it was relatively easy for me to move Ali toward cultural-awareness discussions. He
was very willing to think through his audience’s needs and expectations, and how to directly
appeal to specific audiences.
For example, during his first session, we were working on an assignment related to class
readings from the text This I Believe. He wrote about his devout belief in Allah. The bulk of this
session revolved around our discussion of the knowledge level of the average American
regarding Islam and the Qur’an. Ali had not consciously thought about the fact that the United
States is not an Islamic state, nor have the vast majority of Americans had significant experience
with or knowledge of Islam. It was a bit of a revelation to him and led to a major culturalawareness insight: not everyone is a Saudi Muslim! This cultural-awareness revelation worked
on two levels during the session: the cultural-theological currency of a general American
audience and that of his specific audience, his instructor.
As has been previously discussed, part of the protocol for each session is for the student
to read his or her own work aloud. While he was reading his paper aloud, he stopped himself
and said “I think there’s, something wrong with this sentence, {student reads from his work}
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‘which we as Muslims all know very well’.” Due to our discussion, he had the culturalawareness to question his use of the first person plural “we.” Although he could not articulate
the grammatical/audience interface present in the first-person plural, he was aware enough to
recognize that this “we” would require an American audience to be first, Muslim, and second,
aware of several basic tenets of Muslim theology – a significant general audience awareness
disconnect. Further, he had used phrases like “PBUH”8, so we discussed who precisely his
audience was, a white Christian American woman, not a Muslim Saudi. In the middle of my
thought, he cut in with “You won’t know [about the meaning of PBUH]!” Working from the
general American cultural theological currency to that of his specific audience allowed Ali an
insight through which he could question his own cultural assumptions and attempt remediation
of those assumptions.
Interestingly enough, during his final session (S4), first person pronoun usage came up
again. However, this time, we focused more on how this potential surface error might provide a
deeper insight into a much more Shaughnessy-like (1977a,b) understanding of his own reasoning
for errors. In other words, we worked on finding patterns in his errors so that he could more
independently correct them. During this session, we were looking at his first semester reflection
paper and discussing whether he could figuratively stand outside of himself to read his writing as
an audience member might. I had him read the directions aloud, compare his assignment to the
stated directions, and act as the teacher to “grade” himself. During this process, I noted that he
vacillated between the first person singular and the first person plural:

“PBUH” stands for “Peace Be Upon Him” is a phrase spoken and an acronym written by Muslims after using the
name of the Prophet Mohammed.
8
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I

A

Why did you switch from you to you and everybody? Because we means you and
everybody else. So why do you think you made that switch?
Uh-h-h-h, I don’t know. I was I was the-- maybe I maybe mixed the portfolio with the
English class. So I was talking about me and my classmates. Uh. The assignment
wasn’t only for me it was for all of us.
Excerpt 7:
Ali First Semester Reflection (S4)

This particular utterance is truly remarkable as, within a few seconds, Ali was able to look at a
concrete grammatical error such as using the first person plural when the first person singular
was required and take that knowledge forward to connect the error with the assignment and
thence to his reasoning. None of the other student-participants demonstrated this level of
metacognitive work in such a short amount of time.
Impact on Writing
Unfortunately, as with his tutoring sessions, Ali did not complete all of the required
elements to his papers. Thus, in addition to his first semester papers, I only have one brief
reflection on any of his papers, and only one of his semester-end reflection papers. This being
said, Ali’s introduction letter and first semester reflection paper, as well as the semester-end
reflection paper written for a wider audience of English department instructors 9, provide several
additional examples of the themes in his cultural-awareness progression we have already seen.
In his initial interview10, Ali was keenly aware of the importance of what he called “good
English” which, to him, seemed to denote grammatical and audience-appropriate language
production. This awareness is reflected in his introduction letter to his instructor. He was
discussing his choice to attend an FEC: “It was important to have good English because I would
9

It should be noted that I was not the immediate audience for any of his written assignments. The introduction letter
was written to his ESL 100 instructor, and the semester-end reflection paper was written for the English department
instructors.
10
Ali’s initial interview was chronologically subsequent to submitting his introductory letter.
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need it for when I joined a university in the United States.” His emphasis on the contextual use
of language (“for when I joined...”) speaks to his awareness of contextual and audience-based
language production.
During his medial and final interviews, I asked him about what single thing helped him
the most to improve his writing. After a moment’s thought, Ali said, “tutoring. ‘Cuz it’s my first
time-- I’m, like sitting with someone, like to to let me find my mistake. A-a-a-nd not to edit it for
me.” The helpfulness of the tutoring was reflected in his first semester reflection paper11:
Another reason why I believe my writing skills have increased is because of the help I
received from my tutor. My English course required students to make appointments with
a tutor to get help and feedback on papers. Tutoring helped improved my writing
tremendously. My tutor edited my papers to help me see where I made mistakes. One
valuable lesson I learned from my tutor was to proof read. Proof reading allows you to
pick up on the most simplest and basic mistakes in your paper.
Although it was validating for me to hear that he benefitted from our sessions, the fact that he
spontaneously brought it up in a piece of formal writing that was not written for me lends
credence to the fact that he truly did feel the tutoring sessions were of use.
Most important of all, Ali felt that the skills he learned in his ESL 100 class and from our
tutoring sessions were transferable to the writing required of his major. During his medial
interview, I asked Ali “how confident are you now in your ability to write papers for your major,
to do the kind of writing that you have to do for your major. Do you feel more confident now,
than the beginning of the semester?” He replied:
Yeah! Cuz uh when I wrote the first assignment now like when I wrote the last one. I
write the first one. And then the second one I learned from the first one. So the third one
I learned from the second one so. By practicing I’m getting better. More confident.

11

Ali’s medial interview was chronologically subsequent to his submission of his first-semester reflection.
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Again, his answers from his medial interview were bolstered by his first-semester reflective
paper:
Learning all these concepts has helped me not only in my English course, but other
courses as well. I had to write a movie review for my geography class on the movie The
Day After Tomorrow. With the skills I learned in my English class and the help of a tutor,
I received an A on the assignment. I was very proud of myself.
Although I did not have as much time with Ali as I would have liked, many of the themes and
advances in his tutoring process were echoed in his writing, bolstering their veracity.
Ali’s tutoring experience was quite abbreviated compared to the other studentparticipants, but lent itself to several interesting cultural-awareness moments and to the general
usefulness of this tutoring approach.
Di
Whether it was due to her prior schooling or simply about, in her words, “good English
making,” Di is a woman of very few words. She generally preferred body language and oneword utterances to prolonged conversation. Di entered RMU through the same FEC program as
Ali, but unlike him, she had been studying English since she was fourteen and had earned a
Chinese equivalent of an associates’ degree.
This is not to say that she was reluctant to speak. She was definitely not afraid to ask for
help when she needed it. During one session, we were talking about keeping her tense consistent
and yet, she suddenly came out with “Yes, yes. This is my problem. When I open the document
so I’m going to write but many ideas. I don’t know how to organize it.” Further, she has a great
sense of humor and would periodically make unexpected jokes. During another session, we were
discussing the Chinese zodiac and what someone should do during an “unlucky” year. She said
“So maybe some people are given an advice? Umm, you should wear the red underwear!”
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Despite her seemingly significant English education, Di did not feel she had enough
useful preparation because the English class she had was a lecture course where they told her,
“Just this is how to writing. Because we also always do like the sentence...I think they focus on,
the grammar and especially the English word.” For this reason, Di was very concerned about
the form of her English language production and often wanted to work on prescriptive grammar
to the exclusion of everything else. To this extent, Di is the exemplar of many of Shaughnessy’s
descriptions of the BW student. Di is “the student who is the victim of such an approach [who]
generally leaves the course believing that there is no end to the making and correcting of errors”
(p. 49). Worse yet, Di often seemed to be worried that “academic writing is a trap not a way of
saying something to someone” and, like the BW student “is aware that he leaves a trail of errors
behind him when he writes. He can usually think of little else while… writing...Writing puts him
on a line, and he doesn’t want to be there” (p. 7).
In her initial interview Di was aware that she did not know how to write an “academic
essay,” but she was equally convinced that she would not have to write any academic essays in
her Education major: “because we didn’t learn a lot of how to write a academic essay [in the
FEC classes].” However, unlike Ali, Di had an understanding of why her surface error issues (in
her phrasing “grammar problem”) might be an issue for her audience: “Because if you give the
paper to a ((some)) native speaker they will maybe sometimes the grammar problem they will –
you will leading this a different way to you.” This insight was particularly useful for me as a
tutor because it provided me with a platform from which to help Di move from the individual
error to the pattern of errors. By the end of her year of tutoring, we were able to have the
following exchange during her terminal interview:
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First thing, what do you think is the single most important thing you’ve learned about
academic writing this semester?
M-m-m-m to have aware of, always your audience?
Okay. Why is that important?
Because sometimes I just, um, avoid just like, I assume the person will understand what
what I’m talking about.
Okay. And what happens if they don’t understand?
Yeah, they don’t they don’t have the same background or they just don’t understand it.
So I should explain more.

I
D
I
D
I
D

Excerpt 8:
Di Terminal Interview

However, the road to this revelation was a long one marked with comma splices, tense
inconsistency, and pronoun obsession.
Tutoring Sessions
Of the four student-participants, Di had the most sessions, fourteen, for approximately
thirteen hours of tutoring. During her first semester, just under half of her sessions were related
to ESL 100. The remainder was related to other course work – primarily her Music Appreciation
and History of Education courses – as noted in Table 5.
Table 5:
Di Tutoring Session Overview

Fall Tutoring Sessions
Date
Session #
Paper
Topic
Duration
(minutes)

26-Sep
F1
Significant
Place

2-Oct
F2
This I
Believe

3-Oct
F3

17-Oct
F4

2-Nov
F5

14-Nov
F6

Other

Other

Other

Other

41.17

67.17

21.19

64.11

69.07

36.29

5-Dec
F7
To Kill a
Mockingbird
54.33

Spring Tutoring Sessions
Date
Session #
Paper
Topic
Duration
(minutes)

16-Jan
S8

13-Feb
S9

20-Feb
S10

Reflection

Survey

Interview

43.37

81.54

72.01

21-Mar
S11
Slumdog
Millionaire
42.36

4-Apr
S12

11-Apr
S13

25-Apr
S14

Research

Research

Research

60.39

62.05

64
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Her sessions were the most “textbook” in that they followed the Progress Step sequence fairly
systematically. However, she also had the hardest time taking ownership of the process and
displayed the fewest overall instances of cultural-awareness progress markers.
As was mentioned previously, Di was very focused on surface error correction and had
difficulty using those errors to identify patterns in either her errors or her thinking. However, she
did do so on occasion. One of the things we worked on frequently was helping Di move beyond
the individual error to the pattern – seeing the “trail of errors” rather than the individual error, as
Shaughnessy (1977a,b) might say. For example, during her fourth session (F4), we were
working on one of her music appreciation course papers. She was describing a concert she had
attended. After reading the sentence, “All the pieces were very distinctive and very,” she
stopped herself, pointed to the word “very,” and said “I want to describe m-m-m there?” She
was not able to identify the nature of the error in grammatical terms; she just recognized that it
did not “sound right.” In the discussion about this error, I congratulated her on developing an
“ear” for English. Since I was attempting to move her past a particular modification
error/omission and on to pattern recognition, it was useful to move her beyond what
Shaughnessy might call a “syntax of competence” (p. 44). She had started to think less about the
grammaticality of the phrasing and more about whether it “sounded right.”
Two sessions later on a similar paper, she was able to identify a bit more of the thinking
behind her error. She was discussing Wolfgang Amadeus Mozart and read “He is child
protégée.” She did not catch her error, so I asked her what was wrong with the sentence. After
thinking about it for a while, she was stumped. I asked her whether Mozart was a current
musician: “Does he live right now?” After we ascertained that he was quite dead, she corrected
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it to “he was” and thought for a moment before saying “I was thinking because it’s a tune so.”
Since she was working on To Kill a Mockingbird in her ESL 100 course, we had been talking
about using the academic present to discuss events in a work of fiction. Her connection of this
error to her understanding of the AAE use of the academic present was an impressive step
forward in her progress as a fluent AAE writer.
Toward the end of the year, she made a huge stride forward during our discussion of the
structure of an AAE research paper. She was writing a persuasive paper on China’s One Child
Policy and was struggling with the idea that she was required to have and defend a position on
the topic. AAE’s insistence on a clear position in persuasive writing bolstered by rebuttals and
support made Di uncomfortable given her previous experience in Chinese writing. We discussed
the idea of a rebuttal, and she was working to identify what the opposition might say about her
position. She struggled a great deal with standing in the “opposition’s shoes,” because
“Everybody know, connective thing so. If I want to try to like somebody will the opposite of
general thinking. So this opinion is um-m-m argumentative.” She was very uncomfortable with
being what she termed “argumentative.” Over halfway through our discussion of the second
draft of her paper, she further showed her ambivalence about the AAE practice of persuasive
writing by vacillating on the very topic of her paper: “Umm. Just, I um-m, I want say. Maybe
overpopulation is not so meaningful for China society? Maybe some other policy is more
important than this issue? I want to say that this is the most harmful issue to China.” However,
she was able to identify a rebuttal position for her final argument: “The One Child Policy is
harmful to Chinese society because it makes children more spoiled.” I asked her what the
opposition would say, “Yeah, I just have the result for this situation. You should consider, um-
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m-m, because the child maybe get outstanding but maybe will get worse.” Although that
position was neither the strongest nor the clearest, it was strides ahead of where we started the
discussion and well ahead of where she had been at the beginning of the tutoring process six
months prior.
Impact on Writing
Despite her intense focus on surface errors, Di did not mention writing her introductory
letter, preferring to discuss her feelings about the United States. However, her ESL 100
reflection paper provides more direct examples of her conflation of “good writing” and
grammatical perfection. In the conclusion of her reflection paper, she writes: “I think I got
improve in writing, because at the beginning I even cannot write a right sentence without any
mistake.” To her, good writing was, essentially, error-free writing. However, by the end of
ESL 100, her conflation of error with the notion of idea-development became more nuanced.
Instead of focusing entirely on sentences “without any mistake,” she started thinking of good
writing as including structure, idea development, and support:
During the [ESL 100 class], I have learned so many useful skills about writing. Firstly, I
learned what a formal essay is. At the beginning, I did not familiar with requires for an
essay, so I always made mistakes with format and adjustment. Through every practice
assignment, I get used to write an essay in a standard format. Secondly, I took more time
to expand me sentence, and bring out more ideas to enrich my content. For example, in
my first essay, Sunday Morning in the Rain, I tried to use some detailed description.
Helping her focus on ideas like “skill development” rather than isolating surface error correction
moved her partially toward a more holistic conception of writing – one in which she could look
at her writing from the perspective of the audience rather than simply missing the forest for the
trees. Unfortunately, she still had space to improve as the majority of her reflection paper
revolved around her surface-error fixation:
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Even though, I made some mistakes. For example, verb tense and punctuation. I still
spent time to get tutoring. Thirdly, in this semester, I wrote so many papers. Those are
not only for [ESL 100], but also for my other classes. I learned that a subject, a verb and
an object consist to a sentence. It is called a completely sentence. For my music class, I
always use that way to check my sentence. I found my sentence got better than before.
Moreover, after I finished first drafts, I printed my papers out and read them aloud,
because that is important to find some clerical errors.
Clearly, Di has adopted the read-aloud strategy from Stage 5, Student-Driven Error Correction,
as a technique she has used and will use in the future. The most encouraging element of the
remainder of her paper was her stated realization that skills are transferable to her other classes.
As previously discussed, she began the year thinking that writing is almost entirely exclusive –
that the writing for one course will only be taught and then used in that course and will not
transfer to other courses. I was particularly proud of her willingness and ability to adopt one of
the tutoring strategies (reading aloud) and to do her own error identification and correction as she
had been much more passive about the experience at the beginning.
By the end of the year, Di had started to internalize the writing process as one which was
a multi-stage procedure, not a one-shot writing experience:
I did a lot of preparations before I wrote the paper. For example, proposal, outline,
working bibliography, summary, paraphrase and quotation are the preparations for final
paper. After finished these steps I felt clearer about how to organize the paragraphs and
combined then as a whole. Another important thing that I learned from research paper
was my thesis should be clear and thoughtful.
In her final reflection paper, Di only mentioned error correction briefly – “I checked some
surface errors by myself and tried to fix some grammar mistakes.” She spent the majority of her
paper discussing her process and focusing much more on the meta-structural elements of writing.
When she discussed the major paper of the semester, the research paper, she did not mention
surface errors at all, focusing instead on the elements required to fulfill the requirements for an
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AAE research paper. At the beginning of the year, she and I had a brief conversation where she
expressed surprise that I had been outlining my dissertation proposal. It had not occurred to her,
despite her own experience of writing in general and English writing in specific, that
preparations were useful. Finally, the greatest stride Di made in her recognition of the necessity
of identifying and meeting audience requirements came at the end of her paper:
Take a consideration about what is audience feeling was also an important thing that I put
my focus on since me at the beginning of this semester. Sometime, I always assumed my
audience could understand something that I did mention or give more details in the paper.
Now, I will think about who my audience is and when I should put more details to
explain my ideas in the paper.
As she had been very nervous about even the idea of thinking through audience positioning
previously, her recognition of the importance of audience awareness was impressive.
Di had an amazing journey from being afraid of the audience to recognizing the
cooperative nature of the author/audience relationship.
Kyaw Swar
Unlike Di and Ali, Kyaw Swar did not enter RMU through FEC. Kyaw Swar went into
Political Science because his life’s goal is to become a political activist in Myanmar: “I want to
be politician, uh, the political-- the political situation in Burma is changing.” In his introduction
letter, he described his desire:
My dream is I want to include in current Myanmar’s democratization process more
extensively and more effectively. Myanmar is now at the cutting edge of democratic
transition. It is definitely sure that the country needs numerous young educated,
especially in political scientists and public policy advocacy. The country needs young
and active hands to build up its economy, its education, and its everything.
Kyaw Swar did not take the second semester ESL 101 because he started taking Master’s-level
political science courses and no longer needed the undergraduate general education requirement.
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Like Ali, Kyaw Swar came to the United States for school “because I, I impressed the
American education system. I know, oh, that US education system the best education system in
the world, kit’s my personal view.” He wishes to use his education to start a Burmese language
newspaper in Burma as a force for political good so that he can “serve and work for my beloved
country, Myanmar.”
As with Di and Ali, Kyaw Swar told me that English is a required subject “in our
education system, in Burmese education system, the government-- uh, uh, the government
instruct that the curriculum, you know, that student are have to learn the English since they are
first year, since they are first grade.” However, since he is the eldest of the four participants,
Kyaw Swar had gone into the work-world after schooling: “I went to the work and I forgot all
the English.” Ever striving to better both himself and his English skills, Kyaw Swar was very
hard on himself, saying in his initial interview that “my English is like is zero.” Despite his selfevaluation, Kyaw Swar’s intelligence and drive provided him with the most substantive positive
changes in English proficiency of all of the student-participants. In fact, like Di, Kyaw Swar
decided that, despite early worries about grammar, the most important thing he learned over the
course of the year was “It’s not grammar. It’s not grammar. It’s not….Yah. I think it’s, uh, it’s
it’s expressing your idea and it consists-- uh a consensus way. Uh. Your idea should be flow,
logically and clearly.” He felt that learning the American style of writing was the most
surprising thing because “American writing is very short, very specific...Yeah. In my-- in our
local language, in Burmese, our-- I think our writing is long. It’s not it’s not specific. It’s uh
long, yeah.”
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Tutoring Sessions
Kyaw Swar had the second longest time in tutoring, with just under fifteen hours of
tutoring over the two semesters. Despite not being enrolled in ESL 101, Kyaw Swar continued
tutoring during the spring semester, with five sessions in the fall and nine in the spring. Since he
was not enrolled in ESL 101, obviously none of his spring sessions had content related to his
English course, and only two of the five fall sessions were related to his freshman composition
course. Kyaw Swar brought in a wide range of materials on which to work, including work for
his undergraduate political science course and various scholarship applications during the fall.
Of the four student-participants, Kyaw Swar was most interested in “sounding American” to his
audience and insisted on correction of a wide range of English production skills such as
pronunciation and what he referred to as “talking American” – i.e., appropriate idiosyncratic
American usage.
Table 6:
Kyaw Swar's Tutoring Session Overview

Fall Tutoring Sessions
Date
Session #
Paper
Topic
Duration
(minutes)

17-Oct
F1
Significant
Place

7-Nov
F2

12-Nov
F3

28-Nov
F4

Other

Other

Other

55.08

40.18

43.58

55.16

5-Dec
F5
To Kill a
Mockingbird
71.16

Spring Tutoring Sessions
Date
Session #
Paper
Topic
Duration
(minutes)

29-Jan
S7

5-Feb
S8

12-Feb
S9

19-Feb
S10

28-Feb
S11

6-Mar
S12

10-Apr
S13

17-Apr
S14

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

65.59

60.03

71.34

81.24

137.08

50.26

118.15

43.2

Considering the high level of metacognitive awareness Kyaw Swar displayed during his
initial interview, his progress is both remarkable and expected. However, his meta-awareness of
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audience also periodically inhibited the Shaughnessy-like (1977a,b) process of working from the
concrete pattern-recognition of errors back out to the audience awareness he already had. For
example, unlike the other student-participants, Kyaw Swar brought up his lack of understanding
of audience feedback almost immediately during his first session. Despite the fact that only
seconds before he had established the session’s focus as “Paragraph Structure,” he had difficulty
connecting his instructor’s feedback to the issues he himself perceived in his writing. When I
asked him to move into Step 3 – Focus Narrowing – he said he was worried about the paper’s
“flow...Uh. You know, I’m afraid of no no having my essay as is a good one not attractive.
Yeah.” In a wise move, he was concerned that his essay “is no as no good as the one you [the
instructor had given in class.]” And his use of “attractive” was quite literal, meaning “able to
attract” an audience. However, the only factors to which he could point regarding “flow” were
“the vocabulary” and not being able to “impress my feeling my meaning in the essays very
well.” This disconnect between Kyaw Swar’s insistence on “flow” and/or having an “attractive”
essay and what Shaughnessy (1977a) called “confusion, rather than conflict” (p. 10) is at the
crux of this study – ESL students are often aware that they are not meeting their audience’s
requirements, but their prior training leads them to grasp at the only straws often available to
them: grammar and vocabulary.
Despite the sometime mismatches between his L1 writing expectations and those he was
finding in AAE, Kyaw Swar’s natural awareness made leading him toward identifying audience
requirements much smoother. During our first session, we had been discussing the many and
varied AAE metaphors involving trains – “goes off the tracks,” “third rail,” etc. – and the fact
that, to an AAE audience, you can often use a shortened version of a metaphor to evoke the same
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sentiment. Kyaw Swar wanted to know, “So mostly the idiom-- what is the idiom used in
spoken English or written?” When I explained that idioms are used in both spoken and written
AAE production, he was wise enough to take it a concrete step further by asking “How about in
academic paper?” trying to narrow down the genre requirements even further.
By asking about standard practices in AAE presentations, Kyaw Swar continued to use
individual nuances of a given piece of writing to construct for himself a working schema. In
other words, Kyaw Swar noted audience response patterns from previous assignments, and used
those patterns to help him develop a way of creating pieces which would be more audience
appropriate. In reference to my suggestion that handouts are not atypical in AAE presentations,
he commented “Uh, mostly, I don’t use the handout because, uh, uh, uh, I speak Burmese very
well, so I just, you know, explain the the presentation, see the PowerPoint.” Despite my
insistence that handouts are very appropriate depending on the discipline and context, he pushed
further to clarify his own understanding: “But I think making handouts is not very professional?”
Later, he was able to start to anticipate the needs of his audience, in addition to simply
staying on the appropriate genre track. During his third session, we were discussing a political
science course presentation he was doing about the civil wars in Iran and the kind of information
he was going to need to provide to his classmates. He had assumed that since there had been
significant political American/Iranian situations during the nineteen-seventies, all Americans,
especially those taking an introductory class, would be aware of those events: “Uh, even
students know-- even students, about the [1979] American embassy [hostage crisis].” He was
honestly surprised when I did an impromptu poll of the seven other graduate students in my
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office that day – none of them knew the year of the hostage crisis and only the oldest three of us
(myself included) were even aware of an Iranian hostage crisis.
And yet, when I tried to direct this very insightful mind toward specific errors and why
he made them, he often had difficulty. According to Shaughnessy (1977a,b), this repetition of
error despite correction displays an error pattern which might be useful to the student’s
development. For example, during his fourth session, he had set the focus as “prepositions and
tense consistency.” On previous papers, we had discussed his over-liberal use of “actually” and
what effects that word might have on the veracity of his declarative statements. However, this
time, when we discussed the error, he laughed off the pattern, saying “It’s just out of habit.”
Kyaw Swar was often very quick to note patterns when it came to greater issues of genre and
broader AAE concerns, but often had a very difficult time applying that understanding to the
details of his writing.
Impact on Writing
Unlike the other student-participants, Kyaw Swar neither described nor discussed his
English production level in his introductory letter, preferring to explain how the political
situation in Myanmar drove him to “have been interesting in politics since my childhood...I am
studying at NIU is to work for my beloved country, Myanmar.” However, in his reflection paper
for his Significant Place essay, he was asked to identify ways he engaged in “brainstorming,
multiple drafts, proofreading.” Instead of thinking of more process-related topics such as peer
editing or paragraph structuring, Kyaw Swar identified “spelling errors, grammar mistakes, and
sentence structure” as the only pertinent elements in developing his final paper. He also cited
“grammar” as the most enjoyable part of the Significant Place paper “because I think I am good
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in grammar, and therefore I didn’t make any huge mistakes in the paper.” His second reflection
paper (written about the experience of writing the This I Believe assignment), starts to show a
minor shift away from focus on surface error: “I...have learned essay writing techniques, such as
how sentences should be constructed and how ideas should be formulated.” This time, the most
enjoyable part of the paper was “formulating ideas,” but more powerful yet was the most
challenging part:
adding my personal story in the essay, as I had broad understanding on my belief and it
was hard to find the story...I came to understand that I have to study and practice more
descriptive writing because I can’t express my idea very well when needed for
description.
Here, Kyaw Swar is struggling with the idea of “express my idea very well,” which seems to be
more about his ability to fulfill genre requirements (“when needed for description”) than he had
been discussing in the previous reflection paper.
However, the impact of using a cultural-awareness approach appeared much more
directly in his course-final ESL 100 reflection paper: “I will say three things for what I have
learned about writing from this class. They are formulating ideas, getting familiar with American
writing style, and last but not least grammar and propositional usage.” If you look at the order in
which he presents what he has learned, he prioritizes “getting familiar with American writing
style” over “grammar and propositional usage.”
When writes about “formulating ideas,” it is much more directly related to cultural
awareness than simply brainstorming or outlining and is almost twice as long as his “grammar
and propositional usage” paragraph. After a very standard topic sentence, “The first thing I get
from the class is formulating ideas,” Kyaw Swar starts to discuss his reading habits in his
“Myanmar language” and the types of literary movements (“modernism and postmodernism”)

104
which have “largely influences on me.” The remainder of the paper is an insightful rhetorical
self-analysis. He argues that prior to taking the ESL 100 course and learning more about AAE,
his love of modern and postmodern writing drove “my Myanmar writing eventually [to become]
aesthetic and predominantly abstract. I enjoy such writing style and keep [kept] using it despite
very few people can [could] understand what I am telling in my writing.” He and I had
discussed the idea of modernism and postmodernism in literature and film, but nowhere near
providing him with such a shrewd observation.
He goes on to discuss the true heart of this dissertation: language is not the primary
barrier to effective audience communication, culture is – “When I have to write in English in
academic setting, I face a big problem not because of my English, but because of my abstract
writing. I still want to use the abstract, but obviously, it is not fit with academic environment.”
He developed this theme in his second paragraph on “American writing style”:
I am extremely good in Myanmar writing, and I know very well what writing techniques
I should use to get attention from Myanmar. But that does not work in English. The
audience is different and they have their own tastes in the writing. For example,
Americans like short and clear writings, whereas Myanmar prefers a mix of metaphor and
proverbs.
Although there is an obvious conflation here of American Academic English audience
expectations and those of a general American English audience, it is clear that he is investigating
his own barriers to effective audience identification and communication.
Kyaw Swar is a particularly insightful man who came to tutoring with an existing notion
of audience awareness, one which only developed over time.
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Mariana
Mariana has a quick and wickedly funny sense of humor and was ever ready with a joke
or ribbing. She loved to discuss music and was constantly exasperated by my lack of pop culture
knowledge about, in her words, “people EVERYONE who is ANYONE would know!” Her
kindness and patience with helping me with the distinction in Spanish of ser and estar (the verb
“to be”) was matched only by the frequency of her insistence that “I’m still a great writer, I don’t
need to take this class to know that I’m a great writer. I know how to write, and I’m good at it
so!”
Since everyone in her family has graduate degrees and works in careers such as
astrophysics and internal medicine, there was never any question whether Mariana would go to
college, just where. In line with her family’s emphasis on education, Mariana displayed her
competitive spirit in tennis. She attended RMU on an athletic scholarship, primarily “because it
was a good way to take advantage of my sports ability, so I wouldn’t have to pay for college and
I could still come and live here.” Her sports schedule would often complicate scheduling
sessions; she is the only student-participant who was given the option of tutoring sessions at 5
am or 10 pm, simply because my “normal” tutoring hours were completely unworkable in her
schedule.
In most ways, Mariana was the most prepared of the four student-participants since “I've
been learning English since I was four years old, so fourteen years now?” Additionally, as was
mentioned previously, Mariana had a private, college-preparatory education, a large portion of
which was conducted exclusively in English, providing her with significantly more AAE and
English experience than the other students. She identified her college-preparatory school as “one
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of the best private schools in Colombia.” Further, Mariana argues, “During my high school
career, my teachers and classmates permanently recognized me as an excellent student.”
Although Mariana grew up in Colombia, she completed her senior year of high school in the
United States through an exchange program. When I asked her what her previous teachers had
said to her about her English production and her areas of strength, she laughed and said, “Pretty
much all my English work was fine was considered to be like the best in my class!” However,
when asked more closely, Mariana described her rhetorical education as one which was
interactive and thoughtful. Her teachers modeled different types of essays: “They explained
pretty much all of it. So not only how to do it, but why you should do it that way.” If nothing
else, Mariana has confidence in spades. As she said in her medial interview, when asked about
how much her confidence in her writing has changed, “I feel that I’m basically the same? Just
that now I know I have to write dumb. But it’s basically the same. I don’t think it’s changed.”
However, I worked, walked, and teased Mariana through paper after paper, she developed
several Shaughnessy-like (1977a,b) strategies.
Tutoring Sessions
Overall, Mariana had about the same number of sessions as Di and Kyaw Swar, fourteen;
however, she had the longest sessions, with just under seventeen total hours of tutoring. While
all of her second semester sessions revolved around her English coursework, Mariana only had
four sessions during the first semester, the majority of which revolved around a sports awareness
class which was required for her athletic scholarship. During the fall semester, Mariana argued
that she did not need to bring in her ESL 100 coursework because she felt the writing was too
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easy. In her words, “If I had more challenging writings, I could have at least applied what you
taught me better.”
Table 7:
Mariana's Tutoring Session Overview

Fall Tutoring Sessions
Date
Session #
Paper
Topic
Duration
(minutes)

15-Oct
F1
Significant
Place

28-Nov
F2

30-Nov
F3

6-Dec
F4

Other

Other

Other

55.08

40.18

43.58

55.16

Spring Tutoring Sessions
Date
Session #
Paper Topic
Duration
(minutes)

22-Jan
S6

29-Jan
S7

5-Feb
S8

12-Feb
S9

19-Feb
S10

20-Mar
S11

10-Apr
S12

24-Apr
S13

1st
Semester
Reflection

Image
Analysis

Interview

Interview

Survey

Slumdog
Millionaire

Research

Research

96.53

58.49

62.56

54.23

243.44

59.08

34.12

57.17

Of the four student-participants, Mariana displayed the greatest ability to develop what
Shaughnessy (1977a) describes as “the ‘connectedness’ of basic writers’ difficulties in one area
with those in another” (p. 274).

Shaughnessy feels that one of the most important values of

education is the mentoring of students to be able to see this “connectedness.” She cites Dewey:
“The transformation of natural powers into expert, tested powers, the transformation of more or
less casual curiosity and sporadic suggestions into attitudes of alert, cautious, and thorough
inquiry” (p. 274). Mariana has an innate eagerness regarding “thorough inquiry,” but as has
already been hinted at, a satisfaction with merely average performance. As she said in her
medial interview, she did not usually bother to proofread or even review her papers because “I
really don’t care as long as I get my A.” She argued that “Well, usually teachers here know that,
like, I’m not a native writer or anything. So, if I have a few mistakes, they won’t lower my grade
or anything.” While she is perhaps correct, I argued with her that her skill and intelligence made
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using that crutch somewhat less useful than she perceived it to be. However, with a bit of work
and a certain amount of good-natured ribbing, Mariana was able to develop a sense of
“connectedness” and “thorough inquiry” which is uniquely her own.
As did the other student-participants, Mariana initially identified “grammar, for sure” as
the area of English in which she needed the most support. But, unlike the other students, from
the start she identified her issues as being related to complications from her L1 training. When I
asked her to specify what she meant, she slowly answered, “Probably differentiating the Spanish
writing from the English academic type of writing.” She then clarified, “Well, in Spanish you
have different ways say to say the same thing and English it seems to be harder because you can
just say it one way and if you change just one word it’s going to be completely wrong.” From
the beginning, Mariana was clear about her self-perceived issues in writing, but even she thought
that “differentiating” was primarily at a concrete, surface-error level (“grammar, for sure;” “you
change just one word”) not a cultural one.
Early on in our interactions, Mariana was aware of her audience and aware that in order
to get what she wanted (in this case, a good grade), she needed to meet the expectations of that
audience, but she still struggled with precisely how to identify and meet those expectations.
During Stage 2 (Focus Narrowing), Mariana and I worked to narrow down the first tutoring
session’s focus:
I
M

So narrow it down for me, what are you worried about? Cuz you and I have worked on a
couple different grammar things. What are you worried about?
I don’t know! I just want my work to be good! {LG}
Excerpt 9:
Mariana First Semester Tutoring Session (F1)
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At this point in the process, we had not had a full discussion about the effect(s) on the audience
of surface errors such as grammar. However, in responding to my query about specifying a
grammatical focus, her comment – “I don’t know! I just want my work to be good!” – indicates
her pairing of grammatical perfection and the “goodness” of a work. Moreover, she showed a
strong resistance to attempting to make connections even after further discussion:
I
M
I
M

Yeah, {LG} but you gotta worry -- narrow it down, darling. So-o-o are you worried
about, think through what-]
[You make it so hard!
I do! I’m so-o-o-o difficult!
Yeah.{LG}
Excerpt 10:
Mariana First Semester Tutoring Session (F1)

Although this discussion was very playful in nature, her early insistent and prolonged resistance
to investigating the connection was notable, especially in comparison to her eagerness to engage
positively on most other topics.
Later in the year-long process, she developed more of a sense of her cultural
“connectedness.” She was able to recognize her own place in the audience/author dynamic,
rather than dismissing it. During her third tutoring session, Mariana and I were discussing
supporting details and how they figure into the structure of a body paragraph. She had been
arguing that supporting details are “nice, but not important!” She had a hard time squaring the
fact that her ideas made sense to her, regardless of whether those ideas made it to the paper or
not:
M
I
M
I

They make sense to me.
It's almost like I make you think through things and figure it out. {LG}
I know but it makes so much sense to me.
Well, good. I should hope so. It's your argument, right?
Excerpt 11:
Mariana First Semester Tutoring Session (F3)
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What is of importance here is Mariana’s ability to start recognizing her own agency in the
process. She started to understand that she was judging her writing by her own standards, rather
than those of the audience. As time passed, Mariana developed her own sense of
“connectedness.” She became more familiar with the needs of her AAE audience (her
instructor). Although she developed a much more culturally nuanced audience awareness, her
“connectedness” was to meet, but not exceed, those requirements.
The majority of her growth can be seen not as much in her direct commentary, as you
have seen from the other student-participants, but in her complaints, frequently couched in
humor. All of these “gripes” she made were earnest in that she did feel these things; however,
they also reflect her somewhat caustic sense of humor and her comfort with me more than they
indicate true anxiety.
She would casually comment on things such as “Why do you people don’t like long
sentences, they’re so nice?” – “you people” referring to AAE audiences; or, in answer to what
the most important thing she had learned first semester was, “{LS} Uh, to-o-o not write smart...
Because Americans like stuff easy and fast, and not to think about it.” In her terminal interview,
I asked her what she still felt she needed to improve in terms of her English production.
M
I
M

Yeah, I still need to improve on writing for idiots.
Okay, what does that mean?
Writing shorter, because, you know, not every brain can take, nice complex sentences.
Excerpt 12:
Mariana Terminal Interview

Further, in response to my inquiry as to what she could do now that she could not or would not
do before her freshman composition courses, she said that she could outline:
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M
I
M
I
M
I
M
I
M

Your brain organizes itself so you know what you’re going to say and when you you’re
going to say it.
And you needed it organized why?
Because my brain is pretty big, so, you know.
Ah! I see. So you don’t get lost in there.
It gets pretty messy.
Oh, I see. You need a map.
I need a map for sure!
Do you need a map, or do you want other people have a map?
Oh no. I need a map. I don’t care about other people. {LG}
Excerpt 13:
Mariana Terminal Interview

These complaints about sentence length, complexity, the need for maps, and organization are all
indications of Mariana’s intrinsic (and tutored) sense of the requirements a typical AAE
audience, and the specific audience, her instructor, might have. She was very clear on what was
required, she just was not terribly thrilled by the lack of connection between what she was
comfortable with and what was now required of her. Like Shaughnessy’s (1977a) BW’s,
Mariana was not uncomfortable with the requirements themselves, she was uncomfortable with
being a stranger “in academia, unacquainted with the rules and rituals... unprepared for the sorts
of tasks” (p. 3) her teachers were asking of her. While she entered the class with a certain amount
of swagger and left with much of it intact, she learned how to adapt as well. True to Dewey and
Shaughnessy, Mariana had developed her own “thorough inquiry”; however, Dewey and
Shaughnessy never specified being happy about investigating that “connectedness.”
Impact on Writing
In line with her spoken commentary and innate sense of audience, Mariana’s
metacognitive and reflective writing displays her growing inquiry into her connection to the
audience, but also displays her relative lack of ease with the process. There are two clear
elements to Mariana’s growth which are displayed in her writing: a culturally-based awareness

112
of audience, and significant discomfort, indeed resistance, with adjusting to the needs and
requirements of that audience.
In her writing, Mariana would often display the earmarks of AAE or at least American
English production, lending strength to her assertions of being “an excellent student” who
“knows how academic English should be used.” In her introductory letter, Mariana was the only
one who used a more conventional American English writing style. For example, she started her
letter with the phrase, “I am writing to you because” and concluded with the standard “Thank
you very much for your attention.” In her second reflection paper for her This I Believe
assignment, she used similar structural elements for a formal letter. She concluded this reflection
with “Thank you for taking the time to read this letter” and used the signatory element “best
regards.” She also used typical organizational markers like “First of all...second...thirdly...last.”
She was even keenly aware of her immediate audience and how to directly address that
audience. She started her introductory letter by stating her desire was for “you to know me a
little better.” She concluded using phrasing like “Thank you...for the dedication you certainly
put in each of your classes. I look forward to learning from you in the months to come.” Her
first reflection paper even concludes with a command tempered by an emoticon: “Enjoy. :)” In
her second reflection paper, she again directly addressed her instructor: “I hope that what I just
said is useful to you in some way. I really do not know if you get many letters like this one, but
even if you do, I would think mine is more appropriate since I am a natural reader.” In her first
reflection paper for her Significant Place paper, she said that she was happy with her title
because she believes “it represents everything I say in the paper and it helps to open the reader to
what is going to be told in the story.” Although these direct addresses of the audience are
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generally appropriate and capture her self-confidence, some of her comments also display the
second element of her progression: discomfort.
In her written work, Mariana did not make the kind of comments she made in
conversation, likely because she was very aware of audience and knew how those types of
comments can be construed or misconstrued. Comments like “mine is more appropriate...” or
the slightly sycophantic tone in her introductory letter might come across as being problematic
but also display a knack for reading her audience as those comments were not interpreted by her
instructor as being an issue. However, the fact that these comments can be construed as being
problematic can be read as an indication of Mariana’s discomfort. This disconnect between
confidence and discomfort is even clearer in her first reflection paper. She wrote, “I really don’t
think there is anything for me to change in order to make any paper better. I just have to work
hard on it and make it the best that I can.” She obviously knows that there are things that can be
done (“have to work hard”) and improvements that can be made (“make it the best”). However,
she is simultaneously resistant to those changes (“[nothing] for me to change”). This
ambivalence is again displayed in her second reflection paper. She writes,
First of all, I will tell you that I liked the book, but that it is far from being my favorite. I
found some beliefs really interesting, yet some of them were dumb...Second, I will tell
you that writing my short essay was really easy...Thirdly, I want to tell you how ease it
was for me to write my belief. It was really nice to be able to talk about what I wanted;
yet, it was hard to make it so short.
Here, the confidence is definitely displayed (“Writing my short essay was really easy,” “talk
about what I wanted”), but so is the ambivalence (“far from being my favorite,” “some of them
were dumb,” “to talk about what I wanted”).
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One of Mariana’s most admirable traits, in keeping with her general self-assurance, was
her perception of the audience and how to meet its needs without fully rejecting her own.
Summary
All of the student-participants had struggles and breakthroughs. All improved by many
measures, and all, by their own admissions, were changed by the experience. There are three
important themes to note from these stories: First, each student encountered and discussed
multiple opportunities for cultural awareness. Second, to varying degrees, all four initiated
discussion on cultural awareness topics, and all four used their own experiences of learning
English to help them understand their audience. Finally, throughout the process, all four students
saw good grammar as a concrete indicator of their English ability and their ability to appeal to
audience.
Tutoring Data
As noted in the case studies, the four student-participants took advantage of the one-onone tutoring sessions to varying degrees. In total, there were forty-eight digitally audio-recorded
tutoring sessions, for a total of 51.3 hours. A typical session was one-on-one, in a quiet office,
and lasted an approximately one hour. Session scheduling was based on student interest or
need, and a standardized block of twenty possible session times per week with daily times was
available. Table 8 presents summary information on the number of sessions undertaken by each
of the four participants.
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Table 8:
Tutoring Session Data Overview

Participant

Average
length of
Session

Number of sessions
Fall

Spring

Total
Time

Total
Sessions

(minutes)

(minutes)

Ali
Di
Kyaw Swar
Mariana

3
8
9
10

1
7
9
9

46.64
55.65
68.19
77.26

4
14
15
14

187
779
1,023
1,082

There were two general foci in the tutoring sessions: Drafting and Revision, based on the
type of work the student requested. Briefly, a Drafting session is one in which the student is still
developing a pre-grading draft. A Revision session is one in which a student wants to work on a
piece that has been previously evaluated, graded or not, and has teacher feedback. As is evident
in Table 9, the vast majority of sessions were Drafting, but all students had at least one Revision
session. While revision was undertaken and expected as part of the First Year Composition
course, clearly students did not take advantage of the tutoring sessions.
Table 9:
Number of Tutoring Sessions by Participant

Fall - ESL 100

Spring - ESL 101

Total

Participant
Drafting

Revision

Drafting

Revision

Drafting

Revision

Ali
3
0
0
1
3
1
Di
7
0
6
1
13
1
Kyaw Swar*
5
1
8
1
13
2
Mariana
5
0
7
2
13
2
*Although Kyaw Swar was not in the class in spring, we continued to work together

Transcription
All of the tutoring sessions were transcribed using an adaptation of a standard
conventions protocol (Strassel, et al., 2003; Jefferson, 2004; Labov, 2011). Individual
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transcripts are presented in such a way that individual speaker turns can be clearly identified,
with utterances in which each speaker waits for the other to speak presented in separate rows.
Each turn identifies the speaker, and the transcripts are labelled with information on session type
(i.e., interview or tutoring). Table 10 presents the identifying codes used.
Table 10:
Session Identification Codes

Session
codes

Tutoring Sessions:

F = Fall
S = Spring

Speaker
initials

I = tutor/investigator

M = Mariana
A = Ali

Numbers correspond
to first, second, etc.
session of that
semester
KS = Kyaw Swar
D = Di

As transcriptions of spoken language are necessarily messy, I briefly outline some of the
conventions used in presenting in graphic form the essence of my spoken interactions with the
student-participants. Simultaneous (overlapping) speech interrupts the speaker and is transcribed
using square brackets to indicate where the interruption occurs. For example, in Excerpt 14, the
interviewer’s “[Mmm.]” occurred in the middle of an utterance turn (“…not mutually=]
[exclusive…”).

KS
I
KS
I

Yeah. I think I should focus on the speaking English this semester. Last semester, I
focused on the writing. I think my writing has been better. So, for the speaking, I need to
practice. I need to learn a lot.
I would say that they’re not mutually=]
[Mmm?]
=exclusive. Mutually exclusive means that one or the other. Not both. I would say that
you need to work on both because graduate writing is a very different animal than
anything you’ve ever dealt with before-o-o-,
Excerpt 14:
Simultaneous Speech Example

It can be difficult to present features of spoken language such as numbers, contractions,
acronyms, abbreviations, individual letters, and partial words. Every attempt has been made to
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try to present these “as spoken.” For example, in Excerpt 15 from Kyaw Swar’s terminal
interview, “RMU” and “GRE” were spoken as individual letters.

KS

Yeah. But, uh, but, uh, you know, in my opinion in my opinion, uh-h-h- I think I have a
low impression I have a low impression of the grad school, because my G-R-E is not
good. And, on the other hand, I had a PoliSci one class at R-M-U so-o-o.
Excerpt 15:
Abbreviation Example – Kyaw Swar, Terminal Interview

Punctuation marks have been used to reflect simple textual conventions with pauses
represented with commas and stops with periods. Rising tone is represented with [?] and strong
emphasis with [!], but these marks do not always indicate end punctuation, as speakers may use a
rising tone or strong emphasis in the middle of an utterance. Sonorants that are held are indicated
with a repetition of the grapheme that most closely resembles the sound. (e.g., “so-o-o-o”) and
emphasis is indicated with underline as presented in Excerpt 16.
I
D

Cool cool um why do you think you think that’s important? What’s important about being
able to express your ideas?
M-m-m-m- I think because when I in China we um, prepare for many exam
Excerpt 16:
Emphatic Stress and Held Sonorant Example – Di, Medial Interview

Of course, speakers often change course and leave utterances incomplete, or they
rephrase in mid-utterance, often repeating or self-correcting, and these features are often of
particular interest in the study of non-native speaker interactions. I have tried to represent these
with a dash to indicate something like “incomplete thought.” I also represent unintelligible
speech with a best guess or a blank in parentheses (see Excerpt 17). Occasionally sighs or
laughter are important features of our interactions, and I indicate these with {SI} and {LG}
respectively (see Excerpt 18).
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KS
I
KS
I

We are ((all)) (2.0) recording?
Uh-huh, yep.
Oh, okay.
Uh the green light-- uh, the light is on. Okay, so what I want you to do is sort of think
back over the whole semester
Excerpt 17:
Unintelligible Speech Example – Kyaw Swar Terminal Interview

I

Okay. Cool cool. Um. {SI} Was there anything that we taught you this semester that
you're like “Yeah yeah yeah I know that.” Was there anything that [your instructor]
taught or that I went over with you, that you already knew.
Excerpt 18:
Other Sounds Example Interviewer – Mariana, Medial Interview

Finally, I will occasionally represent reduced speech forms such as “gonna,” “gotta,” and
“uh-huh” in keeping with the fluency demonstrated by the speaker.
Discourse Moves
This portion of the Results chapter will move from case study presentation to a more
quantitative discussion of the tutoring and interview discourse. As mentioned earlier, the
transcribed sessions were analyzed for two main types of discourse moves: Cultural Awareness
Progress (CAP) and Progress Stages (PS). CAPs are further subcategorized as Cultural Writing
Interactions and Audience Awareness. While these terms will be more fully defined below, it is
important here to note that the initial analysis of these moves included both tutor and student
utterances. However, for the purposes of this analysis we will discuss student-initiated moves
only. PSs are also further categorized as to which of five stages in the tutoring process they
exemplify and whether they occurred in drafting or revision sessions. Ultimately, all the
discussions of culture and audience should lead to the student being able to identify and
negotiate the audience’s expectations. Independence for the student is the ultimate goal of this

119
process: the ability to achieve the highest possible level of commonality and thus communication
between the audience and the author.
Cultural Awareness Progress
Cultural Writing Interaction (CWI) is one of two subsets of Cultural Awareness Progress
(CAP) markers concerned with identifying or investigating differences between students’ L1
cultural writing context and the L2 audience’s. An utterance turn is identified as having CWI
content if it fulfills the following criteria:



shows awareness of the differences in cultural writing patterns/styles between the
student’s culture and those of the audience; and/or
shows awareness of changes in writing patterns/styles being made and/or being
necessary (demonstrating ability to isolate the individual variable(s) involved in the
differences in cultural writing patterns/styles)

I predict that the students will display greater comfort with identifying and navigating cultural
audience-based disconnects through a greater number of CWI utterances. The initial
identification of students’ CWI expectations are related to the Personal Awareness element of the
cultural-awareness approach, and the identification of the audience’s CWI expectations is related
to the Audience Awareness element. Reconciling possible mismatches between the audience
and students falls under the third area of the cultural-awareness approach, Connecting to the
Audience.
Although both the tutor and the student-participants were found to be initiators of these
types of turns, those initiated and/or driven by the student are of greatest interest here. These will
be labeled (CWIS). Kyaw Swar, in his final interview, provides a clear example of a CWIS in
making the following observation:
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KS

American writing is very short, very specific… In my-- in our local language, in
Burmese, our-- I think our writing is long. It’s not it’s not specific. It’s uh long, yeah.
Excerpt 19:
CWIS Example – Kyaw Swar, Terminal interview

Here, Kyaw Swar is not only identifying that his native rhetorical style is different from the AAE
he had learned that year, but is also analyzing that difference for effect on the audience: an
apparent lack of specificity. Once students can identify such disconnects, the goal is to be able
to use that knowledge to hone their writing to be more appropriate to the audience’s needs.
In essence, the CWIS interaction is one in which the student has taken up cultural understanding.
A very short, but very interesting example also occurred during Kyaw Swar’s session F5,
when we discussed the American convention of using the word “County” after counties’ names
but generally not using the word “City” after most cities’ names. We concluded that discussion
and had begun working on the subsequent text when Kyaw Swar chimed in with “But if my
original name is not American, I mean my original name is from my country, they don’t know.”
His point is a sound one: if someone is not used to American geographical conventions, it would
be very difficult for that individual to identify different elements such as using “County” (Brisco
County), but generally not “City” (*Chicago City). He was very confused about the seeming
illogic, but recognized that his confusion would probably be held by those who are not from
American culture. More than just worrying about his own lack of knowledge, Kyaw Swar went
beyond the discussion and thought about his audiences’ culture(s), and how to think about what
they do and do not know. This comment goes to the heart of the cultural-awareness approach.
First, Kyaw Swar looked at his own cultural knowledge, recognizing that he was not confident in
his understanding of geographic place name conventions. Second, he identified how the
audience’s expectations differed from his knowledge, thinking through what he knew about his
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understanding of place name conventions. Third, he obtained the appropriate knowledge,
coming to me and asking me about the general conventions. Finally, and most importantly, he
figured out how to adjust his approach so as to meet the audience’s expectations, identifying
potential problems for himself in the future when faced with audiences who are not familiar with
his conventions.
Although this example may seem trivial as it concerns largely a vocabulary choice, it is
important to understand that the potential for developing the kinds of cultural awareness relevant
to AAE can be found at any level of the grammar, from phonology through to discourse. Indeed,
disconnects between the expectations of the audience and students can be as concrete as
placement of punctuation or as abstract as the quantity of elaboration and detail required by the
audience.
The emphasis in Audience Awareness (AA) turns on the interaction between author and
audience from both sides – the expectations of the audience for the author, and those of the
author for the audience, and may or may not be directly cultural in nature. AA turns are
characterized by


showing awareness of the existence and needs of the general audience and/or a specific
audience and/or how to meet those needs, demonstrating an understanding of the need to
change writing patterns to meet the needs of the audience
As with CWI turns, AA turns that are initiated or driven by the student are of greatest

interest here, and are labelled as AAS. It is predicted that a greater number of instances of
student-based AA utterances will lead to a greater probability of identifying and meeting
audience expectations. Also as with CWI, the initial identification of students’ CWI
expectations are related to the Personal Awareness element, the identification of the audience’s
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expectations is related to the Audience Awareness element, and balancing the needs of audience
and author falls under the third area of the cultural-awareness approach, Connecting to the
Audience. AAS interactions reflect the student’s developing ownership of the general
understanding of the needs of an audience and what effect(s) her own assumptions will have on
them.
An exchange in a tutoring session with Mariana early in the spring semester exemplifies
an AAS exchange. In Excerpt 20, Mariana expresses dissatisfaction with a paper grade and
explains why she thought the grade for this first paper of the spring semester was lower than
grades she had earned in the fall:
M
I
M

Well the thing is now Munin’s in the freaking class and he is also good in English. That’s
the problem.
So now you’re actually held up to a standard, you are upset about it?
Yeah. {LG} I liked it better when I was the only good one.
Excerpt 20:
AAS Example – Mariana, S9

Her comment shows a nuanced interpretation of human power dynamics: she believed the
presence of new students in the class might change how a teacher looks at the papers. The
implication is that when she was the best student, the teacher compared other students’ work to
hers, but a new student with her proficiency was now skewing the teacher’s grading perspective.
Her medium effort was no longer good enough to get her an A. Her insight shows a developed
paradigm of her own relationship with her immediate audience and of the effect(s) of others who
affect her immediate audience. In other words, she was aware of her context as an author,
showing the kind of insights into audience that Shaughnessy (1977a, b) hoped for her students.
In this example from Di’s medial interview, Di identifies both elements of an AA
interaction, the general need to change her patterns and how to go about doing so:
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I
D
I
D
I
D

First thing, what do you think is the single most important thing you’ve learned about
academic writing this semester?
M-m-m-m to have aware of, always your audience?
Okay. Why is that important?
Because sometimes I just, um, avoid just like, I assume the person will understand what
what I’m talking about.
Okay. And what happens if they don’t understand?
Yeah, they don’t they don’t have the same background or they just don’t understand it. So
I should explain more.
Excerpt 21:
AAS Example – Di, Medial Interview

As with all AAS interactions, Di was the driving force. Although I asked a question, she
provided her own perspective and understanding of the dynamics between her and her audience.
However, the interaction does not need to be so general in nature.
The ultimate goal of an AAS interaction is for the student to identify the very specific
audience of a piece and what is needed in order to negotiate the needs of that specific audience.
For example, in her terminal interview, Mariana was discussing why she had provided direct
quotes in a paper for her instructor. Mariana argued that she had done so to make sure that she
sounded “accurate”:
I

M

So why did you feel the need to prove that what you were saying was accurate.
Well, because, if I didn’t-- I only wrote based on my experience, it would have been like,
well, yeah, but, how do don't know that’s actually what he thinks or I don’t know. And
like, if I didn’t do that, then, maybe I don’t know, [my instructor] would think that I didn’t
actually do the interview or anything. I could just be telling a story.
Excerpt 22:
AAS Example – Mariana, Terminal Interview

In this example, Mariana was able to explain why she chose to include direct quotes although
they were not required by the assignment. She identified the needs of the audience and provided
a remedy to a potential disconnect with the audience.
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In this section a tally of relevant student-driven interactions (CWIS and AAS) are
presented for each of the participants. Each table presents results of an accounting of spoken
turns in the tutoring and interview sessions which have been coded as CWIS or AAS for each
individual student-participant. Data for the tutoring sessions are presented as the number of turns
identified and as a percentage of the total number of CWI utterances (from student and tutor
combined). Because of the directive nature of the interview sessions, there were a large number
of teacher-initiated CWI utterances, so percentages for tutor-initiated utterances are not provided.
For example, in Table 11 during Ali’s first session (F1), eight turns contained CWIS moves and
these eight turns represent 31% of the total CWI interactions for that tutoring session.
Table 11:
Ali's Cultural Awareness Patterns Turns
F1 % of all CWI F2 % of all CWI F3 % of all CWI
Session
31
0
0.
0
0
CWIS 8
26
0
0.
0
6
AAS 9
S4 % of all CWI
Session
52
CWIS 16
17
30
AAS
Initial
Medial
Terminal
Session
21
7
n/a
CWIS
11
10
n/a
AAS

Table 11 shows more than minimal interaction during the two full sessions when Ali brought his
work. The two of three interviews I was able to have with him also show a number of studentinitiated CAP turns. Note, in Table 12, “%” indicates the % of all CWI.

125
Table 12:
Di's Cultural Awareness Patterns Turns

Session

F1

%

F2

%

F3

%

F4

%

F5

%

F6

%

F7

%

CWIS
AAS
Session

0

0

26

72

0

0

6

8

5

21

1

3

0

0

0

0

11

30

0

0

0

0

3

21

1

5

0

0

S8

%

S9

%

S10

%

S11

%

S12

%

S13

%

S14

%

2

8

26

42

0

0

15

29

5

26

3

7

0

0

11

12

2
18
5
7
8
62
CWIS
0
0
7
17
2
10
AAS
Terminal
Initial
Medial
Session
15
5
12
CWIS
16
7
12
AAS

As shown in Table 12, although several of Di’s sessions yielded few to no student-driven CAP
turns, when Di did initiate cultural-awareness-related turns, she would often dominate
discussion. Sessions like F2, F5, S10, S12, and S14 show that when Di started a CAP topic, that
topic was usually engaging enough to take up large portions of the relative discussion. Since
many of Di’s sessions were based in issues of grammar or other surface-errors it was often
difficult for either of us to initiate a cultural awareness based discussion. However, an
interesting trend emerges when observing sessions F2, S10 and S12, for example, in that the
following sessions are devoid of CWIS or AAS moves. It appears as though, having focused on
these rhetorical strategies, Di returns in the next session to regroup with a mechanics-based
focus.
Additionally, both Ali’s and Di’s initial and medial interviews followed a similar pattern.
The initial interview generated a large number of student-initiated CAP turns, but the medial
interview seems to have lost ground, generating fewer student-initiated turns. In her final
interview, however, Di appeared to regain that lost ground.
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Table 13:
Kyaw Swar's Cultural Awareness Patterns Turns

Session
CWIS
AAS
Session
CWIS
AAS
Session
CWIS
AAS

F1
7
15
S6
16
22

%
33
45

%
37
50

F2
14
13
S7
25
62

%

F3
0
1
S8
16
12

74
65

%
68
51

%
0
13
%
36
44

Initial

Medial

Terminal

51

14

10

23

6

5

F4
16
11
S9
39
37

%

F5
9
8
S10
65
67

23
55

%
40
34

%
21
26

%
30
31

S11
0
33

%
0
48

S12
34
31

%
40
34

S13
73
23

%
37
14

Obviously, Kyaw Swar initiated a much greater number of cultural-awareness-based turns than
either Di or Ali, as can be seen in Table 13. However, even he had two sessions which generated
no CWIS turns (F3 and S11). However, he was fairly consistent in initiating a good number
more of CWIS turns than AAs turns during most tutoring sessions. Note, “%” in Table 14
indicates % of all CWI or AA turns.
Table 14:
Mariana's Cultural Awareness Patterns Turns

Session
CWIS
AAS
Session
CWIS
AAS
Session
CWIS
AAS

F1
27
7
S6
4
10

%
36
28
%
80
22

Initial
12
9

F2
6
7
S7
23
46

Medial
5
4

%
17
13
%
17
22

F4
14
10
S8
3
17

%
61
29
%
27
57

F5
78
33
S9
35
18

%
80
66
%
56
41

S10
34
6

%
23
6

S11
26
9

%
42
29

S12
17
9

%
52
29

S13
34
9

%
25
14

S14
1
15

%
8
28

Terminal
19
15

Mariana and Kyaw Swar were the most fluent and conversational of the four participants, and
therefore, it is hardly surprising they had significantly higher ratios of these important discourse
moves, initiating, on average, 40% of CAP turns. As shown in Table 14, Mariana follows Kyaw
Swar’s pattern during the interviews as well, initiating more CWIS than AAS turns. However,
she follows Ali and Di’s pattern, having fewer medial CAP turns than in either the initial or
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terminal interviews. Ever her own drummer, Mariana is the only one of the four who initiated
more terminal interview CAP turns than in either of the previous interviews. Mariana was also
the only participant who consistently initiated several CAP turns in every tutoring session.
CWIS & AAS Comparison
Having quantified the kinds of discourse under study for each of the participants, I now
present inter-participant and group patterns that have emerged. When taken as a whole, the
student-participants’ CAP turns display two notable trends. Table 15 displays the overall
average student-initiated CAP turns as a percentage of the CAP totals for each semester and for
the entire period of study (“Year Average”).
Table 15:
CWIS & AAS Average Turns

Session
CWIS
AAS

1st Sem.
Average
(%)

2nd Sem.
Average
(%)

Year
Average
(%)

31

32

36

28

25

27

It is notable that CWIS discourse moves were more frequent in tutoring sessions and interviews
than were AAS moves. Furthermore, at least one quarter of the CAP discourse moves – and
frequently more – were student-initiated.
Summary
The Cultural-Awareness Progress discourse moves are marked by surprises and
realizations. These discussions are the ones which are most marked by emotional tones as
discrepancies between cultural norms and expectations can cause emotional reactions – whether
it is Mariana’s resistance to “writing stupid” or whether it is Kyaw Swar’s surprise that using a
quote at the beginning of a piece requires the quote to be (even remotely) relevant to the topic of
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the piece. However the student-participant responded, each one demonstrated the ability and
willingness to engage in and often remedy those moments of cultural disconnect.
Progress Stages
The transcripts of tutoring sessions were also analyzed for utterance-based evidence of
the five Progress Stages for both drafting and revision sessions. Drafting sessions evolved
recursively in the following stages: (1) Focus Setting, (2) Focus Narrowing, (3) Rhetorical
Situation Setting, (4) Tutor-Guided Correction, and (5) Student-Initiated Correction; Revision
sessions were typically organized around the following stages: (1) Review Audience
Commentary, (2) Rhetorical Situation Setting, (3) Focus Setting, (4) Tutor-Guided Correction,
and (5) Student-Initiated Correction. Any particular stage was identified as a discourse event
where each speaker (student-participant and tutor) had a minimum of one turn, usually in the
form of a question and answer. For example, all Stage 4 (guided correction) utterances begin
with a tutor turn followed by a student turn, while Stage 5 turns necessarily begin with a studentparticipant turn followed by feedback from the tutor. The first three stages focus on identifying
the needs and rhetorical positioning of a given piece of writing, providing context for the cultural
awareness discussions during the bulk of each session at Stage 4 and Stage 5. The primary
difference between these last two stages is in who is providing the most conversational input.
One of the primary goals of the cultural-awareness approach is to enhance the students’
independence and comfort with navigating cultural discrepancies – that is, encouraging them to
operate at Stage 5.
Mariana provides an example, during her third tutoring session (F3), while working on a
paper for her athletics class. She had identified “phrasing” as one of her foci because she did not
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“like the way it sounded.” Part way through working through her paper, I stopped her to
question further a phrase she had used several times previously in her paper: “the formalization
and civilization of sports.” Since I instigated the interaction and led the correction, the
interaction is classified as a Stage 4. The turns shown in Excerpt 23 are not directly indicative of
AA or CWI elements, and therefore have no marking other than occurring during Stage 4.
I
M
I
M

Pause. So, which purpose? The {reading from student’s writing” “formalization” or “the
civilization of competitiveness”?
Civilization.
Okay. So, “the civilizing effect of sports”?
The civilizing.
Excerpt 23:
Stage 4 Progress Marker Example – Mariana, F3

The following tables present the tallies of Stage 5 turns for each of the participants, with
separate rows for drafting and revising sessions. The number of turns is displayed along with the
percentage the total Stage 5 turns relative to the total number of Stage 4 and 5 turns. For
example, during Ali’s F1 session, there were 18 student-driven correction turns which were
initiated by him and thus classified as Stage 5. These represent 13% of all the correction turns in
the session. The other corrections were tutor-initiated (Stage 4).
Table 16:
Ali’s Stage 5 Turns

Session F1 % F2 % F3
Drafting 18 13 0 0 19
Revision
Session S4 %
Drafting
Revision 72 30

130
Ali’s data show an interesting trend; during the three sessions which involved any composition
content, the increasing percentage indicates that he took increasing control of his error
correction.
Table 17:
Di's Stage 5 Turns
F1 % F2 % F3 % F4 % F5 % F6 % F7 %
Session
0
99 39 10
6
81 13 126 22 62 16 74 12
Drafting - 5 0
Revision - 5
S8 % S9 % S10 % S11 % S12 % S13 % S14 %
Session
16 3
37 24 21
8 114 35
0
0 119 24
Drafting - 5
Revision - 5 0 0%

Di’s performance with respect to Progress Stages is as much a mixed bag as is her CAP
performance. However, similar to her CAP turns, when she does choose to take ownership of the
process, she takes on a significant share, as in F2, F5, S10, S12, and S14. Additionally, there are
two sessions in the spring with no Stage 5 turns; however, both sessions with zeros were atypical
– one session was Di’s only revision session, and the other was a brainstorming session which
did not include review of any written work that we had done to that point.
Table 18:
Kyaw Swar's Stage 5 Turns

Session
Drafting
Revision
Session
Drafting
Revision

F1

%

25

27

S6

%

54

33

F2

%

F3

%

F4

%

F5

%

22

56

26

12

29

13

42

9

S7

%

S8

%

S9

%

S10

%

S11

%

S12

%

S13

%

59

22

92

47

93

27

185

27

52

19

80

25

76

26

Kyaw Swar’s trends are positive as his spring semester sessions’ averages were higher
than the fall’s. Session S11 has the lowest average of the spring which might in part have to do
with the topic of the session. During that session, Kyaw Swar and I were working on a
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scholarship application which might have been the one thing allowing him to continue to study
in the United States. It may also be that, since this was Kyaw Swar’s first time filling out this
sort of paperwork and doing this sort of writing, he may have been more apprehensive and less
likely to offer his own correction suggestions than when working on more familiar forms of
writing.
Table 19:
Mariana's Stage 5 Turns

Session
Drafting
Revision
Session
Drafting
Revision

F1
102

%
44

F2
33

%
13

F3
58

%
18

F5
177

%
42

S6

%

S7
59

%
19

S8
30

%
15

S9
29

%
9

0

0

S10
51

%
24

S11
58

%
28

S12
36

%
34

S13
95

%
33

S14

%

73

23

Mariana’s English proficiency and intelligence obviously contributed to her high rates of
student-driven error correction turns. Her spring scores are generally high, although sessions S7
through S9 are lower than is typical. It is difficult to account for this difference, but it should be
noted that the session in which she took least control, S9, also was the session when we
discussed Mariana’s revelation that she was no longer the strongest student in the class.
The tone of Stage 5 turns varied wildly from student to student. Mariana liked to cut in
and argue. Kyaw Swar often would finish my sentences and use that segue to take control of the
discussion. Ali could cut in and insist. However, Di had the hardest time taking control of error
correction sessions and tended to defer to me, waiting for me to find things rather than looking
for them herself. A Stage 5 interaction can be as directive as is needed for the student to be the
one in control of the error correction process.

132
For example, Excerpt 24 is an extended excerpt of Di’s fourth session. We were working
on a Music Appreciation paper, and she interrupted herself, reading pointed to her writing, and
asked me a question.
D
I
D
I
D
I
D
I

I want to describe m-m-m there?
Good! It doesn’t! I want to describe what?
Umm (3.0) these?
Describe, well, these what? What are you going to describe? What is the noun that you’re
going to describe?
Ah-h-h I just I just selected three pieces of the whole program.
Ok so you’re going to describe three pieces.
Mmmhmm.
{reads from student’s writing} “That interested me most.”
Excerpt 24:
Stage 5 Example – Di, S4

During this brief error correction, Di was able to identify that she had misused modifying phrases
and needed correction, and identified what she was describing. Although she required a good
amount of scaffolding, she was still the driving force behind the discussion, finding and
correcting the problem. Other students might have been able to take more forceful ownership,
requiring less prompting; however, for Di, this level of ownership was much more than she
would often be able to take. The nature of student ownership is not necessarily willful or direct,
but can be as collaborative as the student needs it to be.
A more directed Stage 5 interaction came during Ali’s F3 session, and typifies a classic
questioning session, with Ali asking series of questions regarding the material, directing the
interrogation.
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A
I
A
I
A
I
A
I
A
I
A

Can I put it here?
Well? That’s an entire section that you have to write. That’s an entire paragraph of your
paper.
Oh. Okay?
Okay so you have to do the critical, reaction. Because remember we talked about that in
terms of not just good or bad, what are you thinking about it.
Yeah, you mean you mean should I compare both of them?
Um, that’s a different thing. And then, um, you have to do, your preference, between the
book and the movie, and then you have another one that you have to do, the comparison of
Atticus Finch, so your hero paragraph.
Yeah, what is what is this one? What is this?
Do you prefer the book or the movie. And you have to give quotes and evidence. Okay?
Because this is what you’re going to talk about, right?
Okay but how how can I say it? Because I, I know how to do it if I use, me.
Well, yeah, but. I think it’s your conception that’s wrong. Because you’re not really
talking about what you’re going to do? You’re just stating facts.
Yeah.
Excerpt 25:
Stage 5 Example – Ali, F3

In Excerpt 25, five questions are asked before Ali feels as if he has enough information. He was
the driving force behind the conversation, feeling comfortable enough to ask as many questions
as needed. This type of Stage 5 session was more typical of Mariana and Ali than Di and Kyaw
Swar, but Kyaw Swar would also engage in more active questioning strategies, as he felt
necessary. It may be, then, that language proficiency is not the motivating force, as Ali was
lower proficiency and Mariana higher.
Summary
A great deal of data has been discussed in this section, but there are some trends in both
the case study and quantitative data of specific note. First, all four students identified cultural
disconnects between what they were used to expecting from and of the audience, and what they
discovered they needed to take into account with an American Academic English audience. This
is attested by the generally increasing use of CWIS turns by all four students across time.
Second, to some extent, all four students relied on grammar as a means by which they could
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control their English production, validating a common learner conception that “correct” writing
is “good” writing. Finally, all the participants both displayed and actively discussed their
learning experience as being one which was progressive and characterized by problem solving.

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION
This chapter is divided into three major sections: Discussion, Limitations, and Future
Research. The Discussion section provides insights into the interpretation of the study’s data,
Limitations details constraints on the study, and Future Research outlines several ways in which
this study could be later expanded. In order to explicate the observed trends and tendencies
uncovered in the study, the discussion sections will include additional illustrative excerpts from
the tutoring data.
Discussion: “Expressing Your Ideas in a Consensus Way”
During his terminal interview, I asked Kyaw Swar to identify the single most important
thing about writing he had learned during the year. After a few seconds’ reflection, he smiled
broadly and said, “It’s not grammar. It’s not grammar. It’s not.” For him, this reflection was an
epiphany because he had been quite worried about his precision in language. Pausing a few
more seconds and nodding, he added, “Yah. I think it’s, uh, it’s it’s expressing your idea and it
consists– uh a consensus way.” Kyaw Swar’s non-standard phrasing, “a consensus way,” is
nevertheless a truly apt paraphrasing of the broadest goals of this study – bridging cultural
disconnects between audience and author. The cultural-awareness approach is one which uses
Shaughnessy (1977a) to open the “doors of incompetence” (p. 5) to allow for less encumbered
communication between ESL authors and their native English-speaking audience.
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Di spoke more specifically to the audience focus of the “consensus way” in her terminal
interview. Her answer to the “most important writing thing this year” question was “M-m-m-m
to have aware of, always your audience?” I asked her to clarify why she thought that was
important. Brightening and sitting up slightly she said, “because sometimes I just, um, avoid just
like, I assume the person will understand what what I’m talking about...yeah, they don’t they
don’t have the same background or they just don’t understand it. So I should explain more.”
Di’s comments add the dimension of consequence to the discussion – the consequences of not
reaching a consensus discussion. She was quite right that assumptions about the audience’s
knowledge or expectations will, at best, create a lack of understanding.
Di and Kyaw Swar’s comments combined provide a framework by which the culturalawareness approach can be developed. In order for author and audience to communicate in a
“consensus way,” both sides must understand what is being talked about. In other words, both
authors and audiences need to be functioning with a relatively similar set of expectations and
assumptions. However, in the dynamic of author/audience relationships, the author has a great
deal more agency. Simply put, agency in this context is “not only the deliberative ability to
make choices and action plans, but the ability to give shape to appropriate courses of action and
to motivate and regulate their action” (Bandura, 2001, p. 8). In practical terms, the author has
more physical and pragmatic control. She can change the words, add visual elements, or even
control the color, shape, and size of the words. Di’s “explaining more” can come in many forms
with AAE writing, only some completely textual in nature.
Shaughnessy (1977a) calls this dialectic an economics of energy. Although authors and
audiences “are in one sense engaged in a cooperative effort to understand one another, they are
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also in conflict over the amount of effort each will expend on the other” (p. 11). The culturalawareness approach is one which seeks to assist students in learning how to express their ideas in
a “consensus way.”

By taking more agency, ESL students can offset the economy by

anticipating conflicts and reducing audience energy expenditures. This type of communication
between audience and author seeks to foster fewer assumptions of understanding, therefore,
requiring the least amount of energy expenditure, thus generating the least conflict.
Research Questions
The two research questions guiding this study investigate the effectiveness of a tutorial
setting which helps learners identify and anticipate second language audience assumptions.
Briefly, the first question addresses the effects on student-participants of using the culturalawareness approach, and the second delves into how well and how much the student-participants
are able to take control of the use of the approach.
Before addressing the research questions specifically, the student-participants themselves
can speak directly to their experience of the tutoring process itself. Whether it was a backhanded
compliment from Mariana, “Okay. I think I’ve improved a little. Probably more with your
tutoring,” or whether it was Di saying that the only thing that could be done to help her more
would be to give more “I think, the tutoring time,” the study, at least in the eyes of the students,
might be counted a success. In his first semester Reflective Paper, Ali said, “Another reason
why I believe my writing skills have increased is because of the help I received from my
tutor…Tutoring helped improved my writing tremendously. My tutor edited my papers to help
me see where I made mistakes.” During his medial interview, he voiced direct support for the
tutoring because “I mean it it it sometimes feels good when people edit things for you because

138
you don’t have to work as hard, but, then you don't learn as much so then it's kind of like” and he
shrugged. What is particularly encouraging about this testimonial is that Ali did not write this
paper for me nor did he bring it in to work on, implying that he did not think of me as the direct
audience. He was vouching for the tutoring process both to his instructor and the English
Department because they were the direct audience of his paper. Both directly and indirectly, Ali,
Di, Kyaw Swar, and Mariana each expressed the feeling that the tutoring process was at the very
least one of general benefit.
Research Question 1
The first research question was “How does it affect students’ writing or thought processes
when a tutor acquaints them with and helps them identify the L2 audience’s expectations?” In
other words, what effect(s) arise in students’ work or verbal commentary when a tutor works
with them using the cultural-awareness approach? Two main effects became apparent: a pattern
of cultural disconnects between the ESL student-participants and their American Academic
English (AAE) audiences, and the presence of a U-shaped learning curve in the transcripts.
Broadly, the effects were positive and seemed to benefit the students’ writing process. They
indicated that a cultural-awareness approach helped them find and meet audience expectations
more effectively by helping them understand their own expectations and assumptions. Both
subtitles from this section came from discussions I had with Mariana, and the quotes are hers:
Using Cultural Disconnects: “Not Writing Smart”, and U-Shaped Learning Curve: “Smart
People Get It.”
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Using Cultural Disconnects: “Not Writing Smart”
The first effect on the student-participants’ writing and/or learning process was an
expressed discomfort with or outright rejection of AAE style or usage. At one point, be it during
their tutoring and interview sessions or reflective writing, the student-participants voiced
complaints about many elements of the new AAE writing paradigm. Those complaints ranged
from sentence/concept borders to greater issues of concept development.
It would be easy to dismiss the rhetorical cultural dissonance as simple culture shock
which will be adapted to in time. However, the culture shock itself is evidence of a culturally
based disconnect between ESL author and AAE audience. If the standards and expectations
were identical, there would be nothing which would cause the culture shock. Unfortunately,
culture shock in this context is often self-reinforcing and exacerbating because the students are
being directly assessed on their ability to find and meet the new requirements. Should they fail
to be able to do so effectively, the negative feedback often reinforces the negative perception of
the new standards, exacerbating the negative feeling and thus culture shock. The greater the
culture shock, the greater the separation between author and audience. The silver lining here is
the jarring nature of culture shock itself. The disturbance often produces greater awareness in
students which, in turn, allows for greater means by which the tutor can help learners develop
cultural awareness. The first set of keys to Shaughnessy’s (1977a) “doors of incompetence”
comes in the form of the culture shock disconnects themselves.
The breadth of culture-shock based disconnects student-participants experienced were
exemplified by Mariana at one extreme and Kyaw Swar at the other. During tutoring sessions
and interviews, Mariana would often refer to writing in an AAE style as “not writing smart” or
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“writing stupid.” Primarily, she processed AAE as being a style in which short, declarative
sentences are preferred and in which syntactically complex sentences are looked on as being
problematically frolicsome and prolix. In Mariana’s words during her terminal interview, AAE
requires “writing shorter, because, you know, not every brain can take, nice complex sentences.”
Mariana attributed this style to being related to “Americans [liking] stuff easy and fast, and not
to think about it.” She preferred Spanish, arguing, “It’s just that, in Spanish, it makes sense to
write complex sentences, and in English, it just doesn’t.” It might be easy to dismiss Mariana’s
commentary as being petulant, but what she is reacting to is a differing set of audience
expectations. It is notable that the more shocked the reaction Mariana had, the more “snarky”
the responses she made about AAE writing. Mariana’s comments may seem childish at best and
ethnocentric at worst, but they represent many common reactions to and student perceptions of
culture shock. Oberg (1960) points out that one of the features of culture shock is a heightened
sense of culturally related reactivity, especially “to the extent that any critical comment is taken
as an affront to the individual as well as the group” (p. 179). Mariana’s reductionist perspective
on AAE is reactive to what she has perceived as “critical comments” regarding her AAE usage, a
strong indication that she is reacting to the cultural discrepancy resulting from culture shock.
This wholesale rejection of the new cultural paradigm in favor of her known L1 paradigm
represents one type of extreme reaction.
At the opposite pole is Kyaw Swar. Instead of rejecting the new paradigm and cleaving
more firmly to the old one, he rejected his L1 writing style in favor of AAE. In his terminal
interview, Kyaw Swar expressed surprise about AAE being “very short very ((precise)) very
specific,” because “our writing in Burmese in Myanmar writing, they are messy they are long.”
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He described Burmese writing as being very narrative or, in his words “talk-y. Like you’re
talking to the person [audience of the writing] right there.” He thought of the AAE style as being
more declarative and liked that the AAE genre requires a progressive structure, sign-posting an
argument along to its supported conclusion. Kyaw Swar never said that he did not like his L1
style. In fact, he thought that Myanmar writing was more amenable to poetry and “pretty
writing” than AAE was capable of. However, in terms of a range of responses, Kyaw Swar and
Mariana provide useful bookends.
Both student-participants are expressing strong reactions to the differences between what
they were expecting to have to do as writers, and what they could expect their audience to do as
readers. Although both arrived at understandable reductionist conclusions, their emotional
reactions and comparisons to their L1s are interesting because they exemplify the range of
responses a student may have when confronted by potential disconnects. For both, these changes
may feel more like assimilation than adaptation. Kyaw Swar’s reaction aligns more to the
assimilationist view where the individual learns to “pass” in the new culture, removing obvious
markers of the original culture. Although he found a place for his L1 writing style, Kyaw Swar
preferred AAE for any kind of, in his words, “important writing.” Mariana also displays
elements of assimilation because she created a paradigm whereby she had to choose either her
native style or AAE, rejecting any compromise or adaptation. These responses provide the
material by which the tutor can assist students in acknowledging and working with this
disconnect. Culture shock is the key feature at play here and is as recognizable in Mariana’s
assessment of “stupid writing” as it is in Kyaw Swar’s dislike for Burmese “messiness.” By
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using this material generated by the students’ culture shock, the tutor helps them learn how to
use their own reactions and thought processes to become more effective writers.
Using what might appear to be the problematic or negative material resulting from
culture shock fits well with Shaughnessy’s (1977a,b) argument about Basic Writers’ (BW)
experiencing a form of culture shock. As do many contemporary culture shock models (Ward,
Bochner, & Furnham, 2001; Furnham, 2004; Berry, 2007; Zhou, Jindal-Snape, Topping &
Todman, 2008), her approach foregrounds managing the discrepancy between and overlap of
expectations regarding college writing. Like the cultural-awareness approach, Shaughnessy
argues that identifying each individual students’ weaknesses and strengths provides the keys for
those “doors of incompetence” because it returns to them a degree of the control that culture
shock can remove. For certain students (she argues for BWs, and I include ESL students),
addressing cultural discrepancies can play into their deepest and most identity-laden awareness:
college both beckons and threatens them, offering to teach them useful ways of thinking
and talking about the world, promising to improve the quality of their lives, but
threatening at the same time to take from them their distinctive ways of interpreting the
world, to assimilate them into the culture of academia without acknowledging their
experience as outsiders. (p. 292)
For both the BW and ESL student, college is a means to an end. A way in which they can get
what they need. However, this begs the question, “At what price?” There is a tension between
the students’ original cultural identities and those which they must adopt or to which they must
adapt. Unfortunately, this adaptation is frequently a stressful activity, leading to potential
problematic outcomes. The process of this cultural adaptation is at the core of “culture shock.”
Oberg’s (1960) definition of culture shock as being “precipitated by the anxiety that results from
losing all our familiar signs and symbols of social intercourse” (p. 177), parallels Shaughnessy’s
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approach to BWs. Since the individual has been accustomed to certain expectations, the
adjustment to a new set of expectations can be both intellectually and culturally challenging.
The positive feature of this culture shock is that its affective strength can be harnessed to
help students understand the source of the cultural dissonance and to learn from that disconnect
to become more effective writers. Shaughnessy (1977a) talks about this tension as being a kind
of “wrestling with Jacob’s angel to claim one’s meaning within the constraints of a specific
situation” (p. 89). During the course of the tutoring, I would use cultural mismatches or
situations of culture shock to help the students wrestle with mediating between these rhetorical
worlds. For example, Kyaw Swar began a paper with a quote that was entirely unrelated to the
content of the paper. Because he had done so, he did not earn as high a grade as he could have
because his introduction was “unrelated.” Kyaw Swar and I discussed the situation. He
explained that in Burmese writing, the presence of the quote alone is sufficient ethos and does
not require integration to elicit ethos. This was a major revelation to Kyaw Swar because in his
cultural understanding, it is the ethos of the writer of the quote which provides the authority and
gravitas. If the authority comes from the writer and not what she writes, it does not matter as
much which quote one uses. Pointing to the introduction, he was surprised that “In Burmese
writing, we should start our writing with the, you know, poetry, some quote um here.” From that
point forward, he began to be more suspect of his own cultural assumptions as to the
“appropriateness” of given writing choices. The “quote incident” also provided us a touchstone
by which other cultural disconnects could be measured and identified. We started short-handing
the phenomena of mismatched cultural assumptions as “intro quoting.” By the end of the second
semester, all three active participants had started to win the struggle with their angels and were
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making non-elicited comments comparing their own paradigm to that of the audience. More
importantly, they were looking for ways to reach consensus with the audience.
With her nuanced but potentially judgmental view of audience awareness, it is interesting
that Mariana made the most insightful comment. We were discussing why it is important to
provide supporting detail. I asked her whether just her own experience should be enough for the
audience.

M

Well, because, if I didn’t-- I only wrote based on my experience, it would have been like,
well, yeah, but, how do don't know that’s actually what he thinks or I don’t know. And
like, if I didn’t do that, then, maybe I don’t know, [my instructor] would think that I didn’t
actually do the interview or anything. I could just be telling a story. That. No. {LG}
Excerpt 26:
Mariana Adaptation (Medial Interview)

Mariana took three steps during this utterance: first, she put herself in the future to ascertain the
outcome of writing in a given way, second, she put herself in the audience’s place to identify
how they would look at the situation, and third, she recognized that the audience would have a
negative reaction and so rejected writing in that way. In about a minute, she executed fairly
shrewd rhetorical positioning and used it to create a more appropriate writing paradigm.
Kyaw Swar responded in a very similar way when we were discussing the purpose and
possible benefits of revision. I had asked him how far his proofreading and revision work went.
Did he only revise papers, or did he proofread and revise everything he sent out? He said that he
would revise emails to professors

KS

Because I’m not writing not to my friends, but writing to the professor-r-r, and to the
other responsible people, you know. So, uh, I I don’t want to get the impression that I’m
that ((I’m bad at)) writing so that is why I I revise before I send the email.
Excerpt 27:
Kyaw Swar Adaptation (Terminal Interview)
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Here, too, we see a three step process: Kyaw Swar establishes his rhetorical positioning by
identifying his audience and comparing it to another; next, he identifies how the audience would
react should he fail to revise; and finally, he establishes his composing plan based on his
positioning.
Whereas Kyaw Swar and Mariana were thinking about a specific and identifiable
audience, Di’s epiphany related more to how adaptable she would have to be. During her
terminal interview, I asked her if there was anything else important that she needed to tell me
about her writing experience,

D

M-m-m-m. Oh! I think, sometimes I will editing more than once so every time I bring my
paper to different teachers their comments, sometimes is different, so I don’t know which
one should I choose?
Excerpt 28:
Di Adaptation (Terminal Interview)

She expressed surprise that different audiences can have different reactions to a piece of writing.
We talked about the fact that different people have different “peeves,” and how to know which
comments she should listen to. We finally agreed to “pay attention to teacher’s requirement, I
think.” This adaptation was different than Kyaw Swar’s and Mariana’s but demonstrates an equal
degree of adaptation.
One corollary to Research Question 1 is that culture shock as part of the adaptation
pattern need not be feared; it can be used to good effect. When students are taught to explore
those instances where culture shock is occurring, they can be helped to use the experience to
become more adaptable to new cultural audience expectations.
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U-shaped learning curve: “Smart People Get It”
A second effect responding to Research Question 1 of the cultural-awareness approach
used in this study came from additional data in the interviews. The initial, medial, and terminal
interviews provide evidence in the form of a U-shaped learning curve or restructuring that the
student-participants were learning from the cultural-awareness approach.
Although inconsistencies in students’ learning processes have been noted for some time,
U-shaped learning, or restructuring, is a way of understanding how students can appear to
backslide even after they have demonstrated competency in an acquired skill. A number of
researchers (Marcus, et al., 1992; Rogers, Rakison, McClelland, 2004; Baliga, Case, Merkle,
Stephan, & Wiehage, 2008) suggest that instead of adding new learning on top of old, creating a
smooth learning curve, language learning is more complex and recursive. McLaughlin (1990)
quantifies restructuring as being “characterized by discontinuous, or qualitative, change as the
[individual] moves from stage to stage in development. Each new stage constitutes a new
internal organization and not merely the addition of new structural elements” (p. 117). In other
words, an individual’s language learning curve is non-linear in that it does not positively and
consistently accelerate. A more representative learning curve is one which accelerates initially
but then declines during the “internal organization” stage. This restructuring occurs when new
learning must be integrated into the previous learning, producing a seeming “loss” of learning
until the new learning can be restructured. The student-initiated Cultural Awareness Progress
(CAP) markers from the three interviews display a tendency toward U-shaped behavior,
indicative of a potential site for learning.
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Kyaw Swar's Interview CAP Markers
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Figure 5:
Di & Kyaw Swar's Interview CAP Markers

As seen in Figure 5, Di and Kyaw Swar show more traditional restructuring, with a Ushaped bend in their CAP markers. Although Di had a lower percentage of CAP turns than
Kyaw Swar, her progress is impressive. She had a greater decline than Kyaw Swar, but almost
doubled her CWIS turns between her medial and terminal interviews, showing a marked
improvement in her willingness and ability to discuss culturally based writing topics.
One of the most interesting elements of the relative consistency of both of these particular
student-participants is the differing levels of the student-participants. Their instructor identified
Kyaw Swar as being higher-proficiency and Di as being lower-proficiency English language
users. In these cases, we see both a low-proficiency and a high-proficiency learner exhibiting
similar language behavior patterns. Perhaps this consistency is a result of their having “farther to
go” in terms of learning and functioning effectively in AAE, but the fact that both lower-level
students were able to display restructuring provides greater support for the cultural-awareness
approach having some traction in these students’ learning process.
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As with many things, Mariana’s and Ali’s cases are slightly more complicated. Although
Mariana was identified as higher proficiency and Ali as lower, their CAP marker patterns
differed markedly from those of Di and Kyaw Swar, as shown in Figure 6.
Ali's Interview CAP Markers
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Figure 6:
Ali's & Mariana's Interview CAP Markers

Since Ali only had two of three interviews, we can only speculate as to what direction his
progress would take. Mariana, however, is unique in having a relatively consistent progression
throughout, exhibiting a classic learning curve without evidence of restructuring. However, it is
clear that for both Mariana and Ali, there was a predominantly greater tendency in willingness
and ability to discuss some aspect of cultural-writing based topics.
While these trends in data are in no way definitive, they do offer some support for the
first Research Question (“How does it affect students’ writing or thought processes when a tutor
acquaints them with and helps them identify the L2 audience’s expectations?”): When tutored
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with a cultural-awareness approach, students tend to produce a greater willingness and tendency
to discuss cultural and culture-based writing topics over time.
Summary
The first Research Question is more specifically aimed at the cultural and audience-based
elements of the cultural-awareness approach. In other words, the aim of this question was
outward, from the author out to the audience – How can the author best identify the needs and
assumptions of his audience? This first question foregrounds the audience’s needs so as to
examine the process of providing a scaffold through which ESL students can learn to adapt their
existing cultural responses.
The question then for the practitioner is how to effect and sustain these emergent
changes. One way to acquaint and help students with identifying the L2 audience’s cultural
expectations is to use the students’ own culture shock reactions as a tool to illustrate and examine
the differences between the authors’ and audiences’ expectations. Both in the interviews and
tutoring sessions, student-participants demonstrated increases in their production of culturally
related topics. Further, the students themselves expressed the feeling that the tutoring process
was beneficial.
Research Question 2
As the first research question was concerned with the way the audience is handled, the
second question relates more to the students’ writing development and ownership of that
development. Specifically, Research Question 2 is, “With focused one-on-one tutorial support,
can students develop greater independence in identifying and anticipating L2 audience
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expectations?” In other words, can the cultural-awareness approach empower students to have
greater ownership of their writing development?
Two themes for discussion arose associated with this question. The first, Controlling
Writing through Grammar: “A Very Beginner in Grammar,” relates to a tendency the studentparticipants had to try to reclaim control through control of grammar. The second, Learning
through Mistakes: “Change Our Minds like Different Cultures,” discusses the process by which
the students learn to attenuate their own errors.
Controlling Writing through Grammar: “A Very Beginner in Grammar”
One way in which the issue of student independence and student-concept ownership
arose was through the concept of “grammar.” My student-participants, more so than even
Shaughnessy’s (1977a,b) native English speaking BWs became intensely concerned with “good
grammar.” However, Shaughnessy’s pedagogy enables us to use a potentially negative grammar
obsession to empower students to develop their writing and audience awareness skills.
The quote in the title of this section is a comment from Kyaw Swar in his Reflection
Letter, assessing his own English skill level at the end of the first semester. Although he was
selling himself short, this comment is similar to the way all four students discussed their ability
to produce “correct” English. During their initial interviews, all four student-participants
identified “grammar” as their greatest English weakness.
Surprisingly, when asked to specify what they meant by “grammar,” none of them found
it easy to identify specific areas of syntax or usage. For example, during his medial interview, I
asked Kyaw Swar about the areas of AAE writing that worried him the most:
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KS

Uh I think, uh, from-- uh, I think, uh, that I’m getting familiar with American writing
style and also I can formulate my idea, you know. My my okay my idea and my opinion
and also the little bit improve with the grammar, preposition, but, I cannot write a very
professional academic writing? So.
Excerpt 29:
Kyaw Swar Grammar Conflation (Medial Interview)

Here you can see that when asked about “areas of writing,” Kyaw Swar started with the broad
areas of “style” and formulating his ideas, but then started talking about his difficulties with
grammar. He identifies only these grammatical areas as being those which need improvement,
as he had identified the previous ideas as ones which he was “getting familiar with.” Further, he
moves straight from the grammar into his conception that he “cannot write a very professional
academic writing.” If he felt he was familiar with AAE style and formulating his ideas, but
equally felt that he cannot write “a very professional academic writing,” there is little else other
than grammar to which he could be referring. Grammar was the most controllable and fixable
element available to him, in his estimation.
A more typical response was Mariana’s laughing quip, “All of grammar. That’s for
sure!” Although Kyaw Swar’s humility and Mariana’s hyperbole may be partially explained
away by cultural communication patterns (Krashen, 1966; Raimes, 2001), the fact remains that
all of the students identified “grammar” as their greatest English weakness. This consistency
without specificity, regardless of production level, L1, gender, or major, indicates a commonality
which usually expressed itself in the use of grammar as a means of control. Shaughnessy
(1977a) argues that “grammar…symbolizes for some students one last chance to understand
what is going on with written language so that they can control it rather than being controlled by
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it.” Truly, all four student-participants tried to resist being controlled by obsessing about
grammar.
However, as with the ways in which culture shock can be used to assist students’
compositional growth, grammar too can be turned from a potential negative to a positive force of
change. Shaughnessy’s (1977a,b) entire model hinges on using grammatical errors to develop
writers’ consciousness and abilities. She argues to start with lower-level issues such as
punctuation and work your way up to more nuanced concepts such as concept development.
Grammar allows for greater discussion of effects on author and audience. It also allows for more
concrete “right” and “wrong,” developing writer confidence.
Unlike culture shock, which can be highly subjective and personal, grammar tends to be
treated as absolute by authors and audiences, especially teacher audiences. It is easy to think
that a sentence is either a run-on, or it is not. A piece is written in passive voice, or it is not.
This strict dichotomizing is not without consequence because the English teacher has become a
kind of arbiter of good taste, presenting “a model of good English that would not only improve
communication but communicate social and educational distinctions that the society deemed
significant” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 120). The consequences for the ESL writer of a
miscommunication in this context could be significant.
Since the audience is not able to be controlled, my student-participants turned to the next
most easily controlled target: grammar. There is a kind of ease with the marking of errors; they
become, literally, easily marked targets. It is much easier to circle a comma splice or triple
underline a title; it only requires a pen, the omnipresent red pen. Worst of all, because not only
are grammar errors seen by many to be absolute and concrete elements, but also
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For [a student who makes AAE errors,] error is more than a mishap; it is a barrier that
keeps him not only from writing something in formal English but from having something
to write. Perhaps, as some might say, the propaganda of a long line of grammar teachers
‘took.’ But it may also be that grammar still symbolizes for some students one last chance
to understand what is going on with written language so that they can control it rather
than be controlled by it. (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 11)
In this way, surface errors are a perfect fear trifecta: absolute, concrete, and emotional. All four
student-participants discussed this feeling of worry and fear, and some even voiced specific
concern over how their audiences would interpret errors.
In light of this perception of grammar and of the effect(s) of that grammar on native
audiences, the student-participants’ responses to grammar makes more logical sense. For
example, in his initial interview, Ali told an anecdote from his time at a For-profit Educational
Company (FEC). We were discussing what his experience in English classes felt like to him,
and he brought up one of his FEC teachers. This teacher would often require more work of Ali
than his classmates. Although Ali said he somewhat appreciated this work later, at the time, it
made him very self-conscious: “If I, if I write something wrong or if I say-y-y- if I use wrong
grammar or something, he embarrass me in front of students so I was just like, did he really do
that?” We had been talking generically about learning English, and Ali narrowed that focus
down to “wrong grammar” which he felt was “embarrassing.” He did not talk about accent or
even lack of vocabulary. In order to avoid embarrassment, he, like his fellow studentparticipants, tended to narrow all learning and use of English down to the most controllable
element: grammar.
These examples illustrate the depth of the students’ interest in grammar, emotionally and
practically. However, there is a depth of response repetition and maintenance of that response
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which was interesting. Even when couched within a discussion of stylistics, and even when
discussed with my most audience-aware student, grammar comes to the fore. For example, in
her terminal interview, Mariana settled on grammar as the only relevant element of writing. I
asked her, “What would you be looking for when you read [AAE] writing? How would you
know if is good or bad?” She was uncharacteristically terse with her answers:
M
I
M

Grammar mistakes.
So you’re just counting up grammar mistakes?
Punctuation.
Excerpt 30:
Mariana Grammar Conflation (Terminal Interview)

Like Kyaw Swar, Mariana is very certain that grammar is an overriding and vital element of
writing. Moreover, to her, grammar is the most important factor in determining the quality of
writing. It is interesting that she did not qualify “punctuation” as being related to “grammar
mistakes,” but more importantly, she did not mention any of the factors which are often related
to the judging of writing. Things like “elucidation and validation and sequencing in expository
writing or the management of complex sentence patterns” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 100).
Considering the fact that Mariana frequently and vociferously insisted on the “stupidity” of
American writing and how “short” the sentence structure is, it is interesting that she did not bring
up any of those factors.
In general, an author has little to no control over her audience. She cannot make the
audience like what she has to say, nor can she ensure that audience will agree with her
arguments. However, she can turn to grammar as one element over which she has a greater
degree of control – a way of exerting control. The student-participants, to varying degrees,
turned to grammar to exert that control, a tendency I encouraged in them. Taking ownership by
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any means, grammatical or otherwise, empowers the student to develop greater independence
and greater ownership of their writing. The ultimate goal, of course, would be for all of the
students to be able to say:

KS

It’s not grammar. It’s not grammar. It’s not. (2.0) Yah. I think it’s, uh, it’s it’s
expressing your idea and it consists-- uh a consensus way. Uh. Your idea should be
flow, logically and clearly.
Excerpt 31:
Grammar Control – Kyaw Swar, Terminal Interview

The focus on independence in Research Question 2 can be partially met through the
recognition of students’ need for grammar and the reasoning behind that need. Shaughnessy’s
(1977a) metaphoric elements, proofreading “strategies [that] ram at the doors of [students’]
incompetence while the keys that would open them lie in view” (p. 3), are now much more overt.
Here, the doors are the emotional energy and fears that are involved in writing in an additional
language, and the keys are elements of grammar which can be used not only to unlock the doors,
but to help students have the independent wisdom and strength to open them themselves.
Learning through Mistakes: “Change Our Minds like Different Cultures”
Ali told me that one of his reasons for studying abroad, especially in the United States,
came from the ability to “change our minds like different cultures.” Ali is pointing out that when
you encounter a new culture, you have three choices: stay the same, assimilate, or adapt (Oberg,
1960; Barna, 1976; Ogbu, 1992). Each of the three general options has its drawbacks; each has
its benefits. Shaughnessy (1977a) advocates for teachers to enable students to deepen their
“sense of pattern and thereby [develop] the ability to make swift assessments and classifications
of writing difficulties” (p. 3). We as teachers can do so by being: “informed by an understanding
not only of what is missing or awry but of why this is so” (p. 6), and by transferring this pattern
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recognition to our students. This is not always an easy or emotionally comfortable process, but
one which can provoke great benefit:
the greatest gains are made in those moments – or hours – when the writer, in his effort to
say what he has in mind, comes to terms with the exasperating literalism of the [writing]
medium, a literalism imposed by the need to get all the letters of words down on the
page, to get words in the right place, to point up [sic] relationships between words and
between sentences so that the reader can follow the flow of thought, to be sensitive to the
neutral possibilities of words so as to avoid the distortions and misunderstandings that
occur when readers are led to make the wrong choices of meaning. (p. 89)
Built into the cultural-awareness approach is this recursive process Shaughnessy describes –
taking the information previously learned about these distortions, possibilities, and relationships;
thinking through the impact of those elements on the audience to avoid misunderstandings; and
producing material that the audience can follow. The student-participants and I worked with
each individual’s grammatical error patterns, discovering and using them in the piece of writing
in question and on subsequent pieces.
For the most part, the students aligned with Shaughnessy’s (1977a) prediction that “errors
will remain, but for most students the errors should begin to appear residual rather than
dominant. Students...have sound criteria for correct forms but tend not to see what they have
written” (p. 277). Over the year, my students started to develop an “ear for English” by
developing their criteria and applying those criteria to their writing to prevent them from missing
the errors in what they have written. In other words, the students used their own error patterns to
help them understand not only their own linguistic lacunae but the effect(s) that those
grammatical gaps will have on their audiences. The cultural-awareness approach is flexible
enough to address macro issues such as cultural writing patterns as well as micro issues such as
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individual grammatical errors. The import is not the kind of issue with which you are working.
It is the process of identifying and using those patterns that is vital here.
One of the side-effects of this intensive examination of tutor-student interactions was an
understanding of the varying tendencies students had to try to dismiss any effects errors would
have on the audience. In Mariana’s words, “Well, usually teachers here know that, like, I’m not
a native writer or anything. So, if I have a few mistakes, they won’t lower my grade or anything.
So, I just get graded for, the information that’s in there not the way that it’s written.” However,
this assumption inhibits growth by permitting mediocrity. The cultural-awareness approach was
designed to enable, not inhibit, students so that they can understand Shaughnessy’s (1977a)
argument that “freedom from error is finally a matter of understanding error, not of getting
special dispensations to err simply because writing formal English is thought to be beyond the
capabilities or interests of certain students” (p.128). By teaching students how to help
themselves, this cultural-awareness approach provides a scaffold by which that understanding of
error can develop.
This scaffolding occurs in the last two progress stages of the tutoring process: Tutor-Guided
Error Correction (Stage 4) and Student-Guided Error Correction (Stage 5). In Stage 4, I modeled
the process of pattern identification and correction, and in Stage 5, the students took control of
the process. The student-participants read their writing out loud not only to help them with their
pronunciation and fluency, but also because their spoken English can often give me a way to
help them correct their written English or for them to “hear” their errors.
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For example, during Di’s S4 session, we were working on one of her music appreciation
class papers. Although what was on the paper read “…from Brazil play the Brazilian music…”
when she read her paper aloud, she read the correct form,

D

I
D
I
D

{Student reads from her writing} “I attended a concert on Wednesday, September twelve.
There are two guest artists which were from Brazil playing [emphasis added] the
Brazilian music for flute and piano.”
Okay, now, you actually read it correctly. Because you said “playing the Brazilian
music.”
Yeah?
And you wrote play. You’re getting so good at English that you read it correctly even if
you didn’t write it correctly.
{LG}
Excerpt 32:
Stage 4 – Di, S4

It was important for me to immediately stop her and reinforce the behavior. I needed to point out
the error correction in a positive way so that she could retain the memory of the correction and
hopefully attempt to make that type of correction again.
However, pointing out positive change is only a part of the process. Stage 4 allowed me
to reinforce students’ developing patterns by modeling the thinking that accompanies the pattern
recognition process. During this session, Di had isolated “verb tense consistency” as one of her
foci, so after reinforcing the positive change, I continued to identify those errors which had not
been found yet. Much research has been done on the lack of effectiveness of direct grammar
instruction (Hartwell, 1985; Anderson et al, 2006; Ellis, 2006), so I prime the students by
identifying the type and location of the error but do not identify the errors themselves so that the
students can develop their own error-identification skills. For example, I would ask something
like “OK now, let’s double check our verbs. So where are the tensed verbs in this sentence?”
Starting the process at a higher threshold for student ownership helps to foster the idea not only
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that the students are capable of identifying and correcting their errors, but also that I expect for
them to be able to do so.

Unfortunately, students successfully identifying all of their errors is

not a definite outcome, so refinements always need to be made “in response to the needs of
individual student populations and as reflections” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 6) so that the students
can more effectively “learn by making mistakes” (p. 5). Excerpt 33 depicts two false starts: Di
identifying a preposition and a gerund as verbs. Instead of simply providing the answer, I
provided more questions to help Di with thinking through the language patterns. In this case, the
pattern is as follows: Tensed verbs tend to follow nominative pronouns. Therefore, I provided
the sentence frame “I ____” – I from. Since “I from” does not parse in English, “from” cannot
be a tensed verb. The same frame was used with “playing” – “I playing” does not parse, so it
cannot be a tensed verb.
I
D
I
D
I
D

Well, all we need is the verbs right now. Find your tensed verbs.
(2.0) Um-m-m from?
From? Is from a verb? I from?
Playing?
I playing? Playing can be a verb but only if it has an auxiliary. Like I am playing.
Mmmhmm.
Excerpt 33:
Stage 4 – Di, S4

After providing a language pattern framework, the onus of learning needs to be put back on the
student. Therefore, we return to the sentence to find the true tensed verbs, and determine
whether the tenses match, since that was the focus of this session. As a rule, Di was very good at
identifying the tense of verbs in a vacuum, so I completed this error correction with returning the
verbs into their paper context: “I attended [emphasis added] a concert on Wednesday,
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September twelve. There are [emphasis added] two guest artists which were from Brazil playing
the Brazilian music for flute and piano.”
I
D
I
D
I
D
I
D
I
D

So that is not a tensed verb. There are two tensed verbs in this sentence though. See if you
can find them.
(4.0) Were?
Were? There’s one of them. There’s one more.
(7.0) The-e-e-e are?
Are? Beautiful. {points to verb in sentence} Now what tense is are?
M-m-m-m present?
Present? And what tense is were?
Past.
Mmmhmm. And in this sentence {points to sentence}, “you’ve attended,” which is past.
Ah-h-h-h
Excerpt 34:
Stage 4 – Di, S4

This example of the progression of a Stage 4 set of turns is only one way that a scaffolded errorcorrection can occur. The main idea of Stage 4 is to provide the tools that students need to
identify and correct their own errors.
My cultural-awareness approach seeks to help students see textual elements such as
structure, surface errors, or even vocabulary as elements which have a strong effect on the
audience. Although culture was not an explicit part of the previously discussed extended
excerpt, purely grammatical Stage 4 utterances were rare. It was much more common for the
student-participants and me to discuss how those elements have different effects. For example,
Kyaw Swar and I were working on his To Kill a Mockingbird book report. He read the sentence
from his paper: “In this novel Tom Robinson and /Boradly = Boo Radley/ are innocent by which
another words they are marking birds but they are unfortunately spoiled by bad people.”
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I
KS
I
KS

“Spoiled” is a very mild word. Spoil’s like “Oh darn! You spoiled my day.” You know?
It’s kind of very passive.
Uh-huh.
So if you’re talking about evil and innocence and destroyed, you wanna stronger word
there. Cuz going from “destroyed” to “spoiled” is going the wrong direction. I mean, if
you want to keep that tone you gotta use language like that.
Destroyed then.
Excerpt 35:
Stage 4 – Kyaw Swar, F5

Although Stage 4 utterances are considered to be “tutor-guided,” the ultimate goal is not to give
the students answers, but to help them generate their own. In this case, Kyaw Swar decided to
go back to his original phrasing.
The most common bridge between Stage 4 and Stage 5 turned out to be a kind of
Shaughnessy-inspired (1977a) metacognition questioning strategy. In order to help students
limit the number of errors they made, I followed her two objectives: “introduce them to several
key grammatical concepts that underlie many of their difficulties with formal English and equip
them with a number of practical strategies for checking on their own writing” (p. 130). This
process required helping student-participants process their thinking by asking them questions
about what they thought was right, or why they wrote what they wrote. This questioning strategy
often helped first to narrow down their error patterns and then identify the assumptions behind
those patterns to facilitate prevention, or at least recognition, in the future. As Shaughnessy
(1977a) suggests, errors are rarely entirely random and writers write things for reasons, whether
they’re aware of those reasons or not.
For example, during Mariana’s S13 session, she and I had been discussing the structure
of a persuasive paper. In one paragraph, she wrote a string of supporting reasons, but never
developed those reasons. She felt that “if they’re smart, they’ll get it,” so we talked about what
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effect rebuttals had on the audience and how they could support an argument. However, in her
paper, Mariana wrote a number of unrelated reasons for a purpose, so we discussed her
reasoning:

I

M

I

M
I

Okay, but your brain felt that was important enough to write all of these [arguments]. So
there's something there. It's almost impossible for a human to do a truly random thing. It's
almost impossible. What were you thinking? What was your logic?
Well, I don't know. I just thought it might sound extreme for people to say that like
actually not knowing stuff like the religion in Israel can prevent you having a job or
having a better or having a better life.
Okay, what you're thinking about is rebuttals. That's a rebuttal so you just need to make
sure. Remember we talked about the rebuttal needs to be for that point exactly. Not just
some sort of generic rebuttal floating on the space. The cool thing is that your brain is
looking for rebuttals and those are really difficult. That's part of why you’re being
confrontational. Your being contrarian is so awesome because I've had students that are
like, "Oh no, you're right. Everything you do is right. You're fine." and I'm like, "No, no,
no but what would the opposite of the position be?" "
Can we just get along? {LG}
There are some people that just hate conflict so much that they can't generate rebuttals.
You can and it's almost impossible for me to teach you that! So rock on with your bad
self!
Excerpt 36:
Bridge Between Stage 4 and Stage 5 – Mariana, S13

Stage 4 provides the students with enough information and confidence with which to make a
decision, so that they can take the ownership of the process to progress to Stage 5: StudentGuided Error Correction. The two examples provided in this section for Stage 4 relate to
grammar and vocabulary respectively, but structure is always also an issue.
Many of the student-participants had a sense of structure, but were not sure of the details.
Stage 5 lends itself to the students leading the pattern inquiry by providing space for them to ask
the individualized questions they had. All four student-participants spoke about their lack of
knowledge of either “American writing” or “writing style,” and Stage 5 most often provided the
platform by which they could learn the new writing requirements.
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For example, Ali and I were working on his book report but Ali was struggling with the
directions for the assignment. When learning something new, the trick is often to know what
kinds of questions to ask and to keep asking questions until you get the answers you need. In
this case, Ali did not understand that “critical response” required critical thinking – intellectual
and emotional arguments bolstered by textual support.
A
I
A

What is that {points to place in directions}?
{reads from directions} “Number two, critical response to the movie as film. Possible
comparison to other films you’ve seen?”
Ah-h-h that was the discussion yesterday.
Excerpt 37:
Stage 5 – Ali, F3

In Excerpt 37, I was able to provide Ali with the information he needed to answer his own
question as to what the actual assignment was.
Knowing what needs doing is a different animal from knowing how to do it, so Ali
started to ask questions as to how to approach the assignment. Often, a kind of Aristotelian
pedagogy emerged while student-participants worked to identify how to do what was expected of
them by continually asking narrowing questions. In extended Excerpt 38, Ali questions me until
he has developed enough of a model to help him create the required piece.
A
I
A
I
A
I
A

Can I put it here {points to his introduction}?
Okay, so you have to do the critical reaction. Because remember we talked about [the
book and movie] in terms of not just good or bad? What are you thinking about it?
Yeah, you mean, you mean, should I compare both of them?
Um, that’s a different thing. And then, um, you have to do, your preference, between the
book and the movie, and then you have another one that you have to do, the comparison
of Atticus Finch, so your hero paragraph.
Okay but how how can I say it? Because I, I know how to do it if I use, me.
Well, yeah, but. I think it’s your conception that’s wrong. Because you’re not really
talking about what you’re going to do? You’re just stating facts. Right?
Yeah.
Excerpt 38:
Stage 5 – Ali, S3
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The path of Ali’s questioning was typical of other student-participants’ Stage 5. They
often started with making very concrete connections to the directions, as Ali did in actually
pointing to a place in his directions. The next set of questions usually revolved around equally
concrete elements, questions such as Ali’s “Can I put it here?” These questions were often
relating to how physically different elements of papers fit together, how they proceed or follow
each other, and how long different elements should be. From that point, they would often move
in more global directions, asking questions about how to think about what they’re writing, what
kind of writing they’re doing, in other words. Ali asked “Yeah, you mean, you mean, should I
compare both of them?” Finally, somewhat more rarely, students would proceed to highly
concrete-type questions, asking about language use, grammatical conventions, etc. Ali and I had
extensively discussed his use of the first person plural nominative, which is why he probably
moved to “Okay but how how can I say it? Because I, I know how to do it if I use, me.”
Sometimes, the students would display overt transfer, connecting what they were learning
to other classes or other topics. For example, Kyaw Swar and I were discussing the structure of a
persuasive paper because he had been confused about the purpose of a rebuttal. Excerpt 39 came
toward the end of the discussion, following several more concrete questions about paragraph
length.
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So, yeah. So, this, this, this (structure) it’s only for the academic writing, right? I mean?
No, journalistic writing follows a lot of the same general trends, cuz like-]
[What about creative
writing?
Creative writing, all bets are off.
M-m-m-m. {nods}
It really depends, because, you know, when you’re doing creative writing, it depends on
what style. If you’re writing in a post-modern style, you don’t even always have to be
using words. {LG} You know? So creative writing? All bets are off.
M-m-m-m. {nods}
Excerpt 39:
Stage 5 – Kyaw Swar, S10

Unlike Ali, Kyaw Swar took the information he had learned about body paragraph structure for
AAE persuasive writing and tried to apply it to other types of writing he might do. Although it
was rare, the student-participants would occasionally make this kind of broader connection.
Stages 4 and 5 provided student-participants with the model and means to take greater
ownership of their writing and educational experience. Although they were rarely consistent in
their implementation of Stage 5, or even the frequency of that implementation, all four at least
produced Stage 5 utterances for the majority of their sessions. The inconsistency in
implementation may have been due to many things, including the fact that each session dealt
with different topics and even other course work. It was very rare for a student to bring the same
paper into multiple sessions. Additionally, their assigned writings were rarely the same in terms
of rhetorical structure – narrative, persuasive, etc. – so there was a moving target in terms of
being able to refine understanding on similar writings. Ultimately, the hoped for opportunities to
deal with revision and to elicit student-initiated talk did not present themselves. However, the
students did show a progression in Stage 5 utterances when the topic related to grammar. I could
more easily point them back to a previous session’s grammatical topic so that they could build on
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that knowledge. Although none of the student-participants chose to bring in revisions of drafts
we had previously worked on, had they done so, there might have been a similar progression.
Regardless, there was an interesting lack of repetition of types of Stage 5 topics. If a student
asked about topic sentences and how they functioned, that student did not typically ask about
them again. Perhaps the lack of consistency in students initiating Stage 5 utterances was due
simply to the fact that they did not have those questions anymore. The tutoring sessions allowed
them the refinement they needed from the material they had learned in their freshman
composition class, giving them greater ownership and confidence with their composition
development.
Summary
Research Question 1 provides insights into how and how much student-participants were
able to think through their own assumptions and those of the audience and use that information
to help them write more effectively for the audience. Research Question 2 related to whether
and how the student-participants took ownership of their writing development. The questions
work in tandem because one dimension is what the students were producing and the other is how
they were producing it. Taking the substance learned from the gap between what they expected
and what their AAE audiences expected gave them material to work with. When modeling
occurred, student-participants had the material and framework from which to take ownership of
their tutoring sessions and thus their development. The mechanisms which provide forward
momentum are the cultural disconnects between author and audience expectations. Those
disconnects could be anything from improper comma use to the paragraph structure of creative
writing, but the important element is taking those cultural confusions and using them as a means
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by which the students adapt their patterns to allow for the new AAE expectations. By providing
this kind of culturally-based critical-thinking modeling in a tutoring context, student-participants
were able to start on the road to the deepest purpose of education: “the transformation of natural
powers into expert, tested powers, the transformation of more or less causal curiosity and
sporadic suggestions into attitudes of alert, cautious, and through inquiry” (Shaughnessy, 1977a,
p. 274).
Limitations of the Study
In longitudinal human-based exploratory research, a number of complications can arise.
As an initial study of the implementation of the cultural-awareness approach, elements of the
tutoring process and model had to be established and explored. The subjective nature of these
data and the small case-study participant pool do not easily allow for generalization. However,
this is an exploratory study designed to implement a novel pedagogical approach and provide
possible insights for its application and utility. Nevertheless, the study did provide a rich data set
of tutor-student interactions that focus on the work of writing and potential conflicts learners
may encounter. In this study, there were a variety of limitations: the ethnographic nature of the
study itself, the limited participant pool, lack of external metrics, and lack of revision data.
This exploratory study is ethnographic. The data were generated in a participantobserver setting where both data gathering and data analysis were undertaken by the researcher
alone. This style of research can result in observer bias. I acknowledge that even though I may
have conscientiously tried to be objective in reading and coding the transcripts and not subtly
directing students in the interviews, there is the danger of unwittingly influencing the participants
and of seeing in the transcripts what I am predisposed to see. This choice was a design feature,
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as the nature of the cultural-awareness approach is tailored to address the needs of each
individual student and requires a facilitator/researcher committed to the process. Being aware of
the potential for observer bias, the researcher believed that the nature of the intimate tutorstudent relationship mediated this concern somewhat. It is not possible, however, to fully assess
the veracity of some learner comments, as student-participants may well have been trying to
please the researcher with their responses. Additionally, the tutoring process and interview
prompts were designed to allow natural responses, and these responses could not be controlled
for—nor was any control of them believed beneficial. At no time were the participants aware of
the research questions or methodology of this study. In future studies, with larger participant
populations, using a variety of tutors to implement the cultural awareness approach and
establishing inter-rater reliability in the analysis of discourse moves would help to reduce any
potential for bias.
Another constraint is that the sample was drawn from a university which does not have a
large ESL population available for semi-longitudinal study. Despite this limitation, all possible
efforts were made to recruit participants with a range of characteristics including gender, L1
background, and academic major. Additionally, Ali’s health and Kyaw Swar’s acceptance into
the graduate school in the spring limited data collection further. A sample set of four
participants is certainly not large enough for generalizable results. Nevertheless, data from this
study can provide thematic elements and set the agenda for future implementation of the
approach and future research questions to explore. What the results here cannot provide are
statistically reliable data.
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While the data were analyzed for multiple metrics, the methodology did not include
externally validated measures such as a pre and post-test. As a result, there is no way of
identifying whether the beneficial effects of the cultural-awareness approach are due to the
approach itself or whether they are due to simple individualized tutoring alone. Although the
data do include an initial writing sample and final paper, these samples are difficult to compare
in order to identify student-participant changes, if any. Because a significant portion of
Shaughnessy’s (1977a, b) model involves individual student awareness, it was decided to use the
interviews as benchmarks so that the students could provide insight in their own words. In
expanding this study, it may be beneficial to use a written product such as a letter to the
instructor at the beginning and end of the course as an additional measure of growth.
Finally, there was a dearth of revision data. The approach and methodology both were
designed to include a significant revision portion, both to help identify changes in student writing
behavior and to provide a measure of change over time. None of the four student-participants
felt they had enough time to engage in revisions outside the classroom. The paucity of revision
sessions limited the observations of cultural awareness or audience awareness markers at this
stage of student writing and also limited the pool of written data from multiple drafts that may
have proved informative. However, an expanded version of this study could be undertaken with
student-participants in courses with required revision-specific tutorial meetings.
Future Research
As this study is an initial exploration of a unique tutoring approach, future research
should revolve around both expansion and granularity. In future research, a more structured
approach and a larger student sample could be employed to make data more generalizable. A
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future study would also benefit from the inclusion of a control group whose participants
undertook no tutoring as well as a second experimental group whose tutoring was not designed
to follow the cultural awareness approach. Such a study would afford some fine-grained analysis
of which aspects of the novel, cultural awareness are most beneficial to learners. A detailed,
structured, and routinized set of guidelines for future tutor implementation would be both a
prerequisite and an ongoing evaluative outcome of such a study. Additionally, a future study
could adopt a grounded theory approach (Thomas & James, 2006; Glaser, 1965, 2007; Kelle,
2005) where participant-checking would become part of the development of the categories of
analysis. By asking participants for their insights into why they say what they say, a more
nuanced picture of their developing cultural awareness may be possible.
Despite its whiff of old-school contrastive analysis, it would also be interesting to
examine whether there are any student behaviors and solutions that are particular to any first
language groups. That is, would some group of students identified by a shared language or
culture respond in similar ways to the cultural awareness approach? Ultimately, areas of future
research involve taking what has been done and applying it in three different directions:
reintegration, duration, and audience type.
First, reintegration. The focus of this cultural-awareness approach is developing the
flexibility to be able to respond to any audience, not only one that is specifically AAE.
Therefore, a potentially powerful area of future research would be the investigation of whether
students tutored in this cultural-awareness approach could take the audience awareness skills
they have learned and apply them to new contexts. Could these students learn how to respond to
alien audiences not specifically discussed during the tutoring? More interesting still, could
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students adapt to audiences in their L1, based on the adaptation skills they learned in L2
tutoring?
Second, duration. Clearly, novel concepts have a certain half-life, but another area of
future research could be to investigate how long any of this rhetorical flexibility is retained. If
students were interviewed in the following semester or a year subsequent, would they still be
able to discuss audience awareness, or would their audience awareness have developed through
continued use? Just what is it that allows this kind of audience awareness to become part of the
developing writer?
Finally, audience type. An area of particularly interesting research would investigate
whether the type of audience has any substantive effect on how well a student tutored in this
cultural-awareness approach could adapt. In other words, is there any effect on students’ ability
to find and meet audience needs depending on how similar/dissimilar the audiences are to the
students? Is there a role for this approach in writing across the curriculum, a site that is
frequently concerned with specific audience characteristics and needs? The four studentparticipants in this study had a wide range of awareness of AAE requirements and of adaptation
to audience needs, but no indicators were developed in the analysis to identify whether
audience/student features differed and whether differences mattered.
Conclusion
Shaughnessy (1977b) differentiates between “prepared” and “unprepared” writers based
on whether and to what degree an individual “learned to write through…a long, subtle process of
socialization” (p. 99). For her, quality of writing relates to how much cultural awareness an
individual has and how well that individual can learn how to adapt to “the rules and rituals of
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college life” and “the sorts of tasks their teachers” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 3) assign them. My
cultural-awareness approach explores the area one step further removed from those who
benefited from this process of socialization. Shaughnessy was specifically discussing her Basic
Writers (BW) who were then a new breed of “unprepared writer,” but were primarily adult
learners, all of whom were native speakers. Although her students were at least native speakers,
my students do not even have the passive socialization from which a native speaker benefits.
ESL students are working through the dual difficulty of attempting both a language and a culture,
simultaneously, while in the culture itself! To them, learning and adaptation are part and parcel
of every day while in country. Learning perfect syntax will not perfect communication make,
but similarly, learning perfect culture will not good grammar make. Therefore, when confronted
with the relatively unforgiving medium of print, ESL students are at a double disadvantage.
The doors which need not be rammed down, from the title of this study, refer back to
Shaughnessy’s (1977a) rejection of non-interactive and thought-based writing pedagogies as
ramming “at the doors of [students’] incompetence while the keys that would open them lie in
view” (p. 5). It is the purpose of this study to attempt to find ways to help students to adapt to
culture, to translate the code of culture, rather than allowing those students to be beaten into
grammatical submission. It is my belief that any group of students with the double challenges of
language and culture learning can take those double challenges and turn them, through the lens
of my cultural-awareness approach, into handholds by which they can develop their writing
process.
By teaching students how to think through “not only of what is missing or awry but of
why this is so” (Shaughnessy, 1977a, p. 6), my cultural-awareness approach was designed to
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help empower my students to be able to more comfortably adapt. If they use the lens of the
disconnects between what their cultural and rhetorical upbringing has led them to believe and
what is being expected of them by their second language American academic English audience,
they can more easily make the connection between what had previously been disconnected.
They can more easily identify and adapt to the needs of their audiences.
Although this study does not provide conclusive evidence as to the efficacy of my
cultural-awareness approach, it was not designed to do so. What I attempted to do here was
explore the connections, if any, between cultural awareness and Shaughnessy’s more thoughtbased approach, and whether those connections could benefit ESL students. ESL students often
arrive on our campuses with significant gaps between what they have been taught to expect and
what is now expected. For them, the importance of adaptation is not only a great hurdle, but a
great necessity. It is incumbent on teachers and tutors to develop and provide tools to guide
them through and into the culture of writing.
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1. Personal Awareness
a. Need(s)
 What is it that you want from this audience?
b. L1 Writing Training
 In the past, how have you
1. identified your audience?
2. met the needs of your audience?
3. constructed your argument(s)?
4. provided support?
5. “spoken” to your audience? In other words, what tone(s) have you
used in your writing?
c. AAE Training
 What training/education have you received to learn how to meet the needs
of an American academic audience?
o How can you use that training/education to help you with this
writing?
2. Audience Awareness
a. Audience Awareness
i. Why is it important to “reach” an audience?
1. What happens if you “reach” an audience?
2. What happens if you don’t “reach” an audience?
ii. Who do you think the audience is?
1. How did you identify the audience?
 Are there any other possible audiences for this work?
2. What do you think the audience wants/needs in order to believe
you/give you what you want?
a. Are there specific techniques this audience would be
particularly responsive to?
i. arguments?
ii. phrases/vocabulary items?
iii. tone?
iv. structure?
v. support?
b. Are there specific techniques that this audience would find
objectionable/off-putting?
i. theories/theorists?
ii. tone?
iii. “pet peeves”?
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b. Genre Awareness
i. What do you think the demands of this genre are?
1. How do identify the demands of a genre?
2. Do you think that the needs of your audience will change the genre
demands?
 How?
ii. What examples have the audience provided to you of the kind of expected
writing?
1. What can you learn/draw from this kind of writing to be used in
your own writing?
2. If there are no provided examples of this genre, how can you find
your own examples?
3. Audience Connection
a. While writing
i. How will you give the audience what it wants/needs?
1. Which techniques that you previously identified will you use to
help you reach your audience?
2. Which one(s) of these techniques will you need help
implementing?
 How will you get that help?
ii. How will you identify whether the techniques you used will be beneficial
to helping you reach your audience?
iii. Which of your previous conceptions about writing will help you in
reaching your audience?
1. Which of your previous conceptions will prohibit you from
reaching your audience?
2. How will you identify whether your previous conceptions have
affected your writing?
 How will you correct and problematic effects in your
writing?
b. After writing
i. How will you know if you gave the audience what it wants/needs?
ii. How will you take what you’ve learned about writing for this audience to
be used in your next writing?
iii. How will you improve your writing for the next audience?
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Acronyms
AAE
AWL
BICS
BW
CALP
CEAP
CLT
EAL
EAP
ELL
ELT
ESP
EST
L1
L2
LSP
LTC
NNES
SIOP
SL
SNL

American Academic English
Academic Word List
Basic Interpersonal Communication Skills
Basic Writer
Cognitive Academic Language Processing
Critical English for Academic Purposes
Communicative Language Teaching
Essential Academic Language
English for Academic Purposes
English Language Learners
English as a second Language Teaching
English for Specific Purposes
English for Science and Technology
First language - native language
Second language - additional language(s) to the L1
Language for Specific Purposes
Language-Through-Content Instruction
Non-native English Speakers
Sheltered Instruction Observational Protocol
Social Language
School Navigational Language
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Prior to the interview, the following script will be read:
For the purposes of this interview and to avoid problematic terms, I will be using the term
“English as a Second Language” (ESL) to describe students whose first language is not English.
I will also be using “mainstream” to describe courses whose majority students are not ESL.
Subject will be asked the following set of questions:
1. What is your country of origin and home language(s)?
2. What is your highest completed level of education?
3. Where did you complete that level of education?
4. When did you complete that level of education?
5. What is your major area of expertise?
6. How long have you been teaching ESL academic writing courses?
7. What kind(s) of formal training/education did you have in learning to teach ESL academic
writing?
 If not, how did you develop your expertise in teaching ESL academic writing?
Participant may also be asked an assortment of the following set of questions:
1. Are there 3-5 specific skills you feel ESL students need to be taught to be enabled to write in
academic English?
 How would you teach these skills? (i.e.: what techniques/activities do you use?)
2. Do you feel these skills differ from what mainstream students need to learn? Why?
3. What kinds of assignments do you assign in your ESL writing courses?
 Why did you choose these kinds of assignments?
4. What kind(s) of feedback are most important for ESL students to get on their writing
assignments?
 What would be an example of the kinds of feedback you might provide?
5. Do you feel that ESL writing courses need to be taught in a different manner than mainstream
writing courses?
a. If so, why?
i. How should they differ?
b. If not, why?
i. Do you feel there are universal skills all students need to learn in order to
successfully write in academic English?
6. Do you like to follow any specific pedagogies/theoretical perspectives in your teaching?
 Does your favored perspective(s) differ in mainstream classrooms? Why/not?
7. Which four students in your class do you feel would most benefit from additional tutoring?
a. Individually, what do you feel each student’s:
i. strengths are?
1. Would you give me an example?
ii. weaknesses are?
1. Would you give me an example?
b. Why do you feel these students would/could benefit?
8. May I ask you follow-up questions in the future?
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All participants will be asked the following set of questions:
1. What is your country of origin and home language(s)?
2. What is your highest completed level of education?
3. Where did you complete that level of education?
4. When did you complete that level of education?
5. What is your major/area of expertise?
6. How long have you been learning/speaking English?
7. How long have you been in the United States?
8. How much schooling have you had in the United States?
9. What kind(s) of formal training/education did you have in academic writing in the US?
10. In general, how much academic writing did you do in your home country?
Participants may also be asked an assortment of the following set of questions:
1. What, if any, kind(s) of formal training/education did you have in academic writing in your home
country?
i. What kind(s) of activities did you do?
ii. What kinds of materials were used in that course(s)?
iii. Did your teacher(s) talk to you about how writing is used in your culture?
 What about in academic writing? I.e.: Was academic writing
contextualized for you?
2. In general, how much academic writing did you do in your home country?
3. What kinds of writing did you do? E.g.: reports, essays, etc.?
4. What do you feel your strongest areas of English academic writing are? Why?
5. What are your weakest? Why?
6. What have you been told your strongest areas of English academic writing are?
7. What have you been told your weakest areas of English academic writing are?
8. What single area of English academic writing do you feel you need to strengthen? Why?
9. What do you feel good writing is/looks like?
10. What do you feel bad writing is/looks like?
11. Do you feel that you received/ are receiving useful instruction in English academic writing?
i.
Have you been able to use those skills in your other writing contexts?
ii.
What about the instruction made it useful?
12. Where in English have you been taught to write?
a. What department?
b. How have you been taught what is good writing?
13. What kind(s) of feedback have you received on your writing assignments in non-composition
courses?
14. What kind(s) of things do you wish you had been/would be taught? Why?
15. Have you used the Writing Center? Why/not?
16. Have you used the ESL Center? Why/not?
17. Do you feel that there are cultural differences between the academic writing you did in your home
culture and American academic writing? Why?
18. What do you think are the best elements of American academic writing? Why?
19. What do you think are the best elements of American academic writing? Why?
20. Is there anything that I haven’t asked regarding American academic English, your L1 academic
writing, or your experience in learning AE that you feel I should know?
21. May I ask you follow-up questions in the future?
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All subjects will be asked the following set of questions:
1. What do you think is the most important thing you’ve learned about writing this
semester?
 Why?
2. What is the most surprising thing you’ve learned about AAE writing this semester?
 Why?
3. What is the least surprising thing you’ve learned about AAE writing this
semester/something that you already knew?
 Why?
4. To what extent do you think you’ve developed as a writer?
a. What is an example of this development?
b. What helped you the most in this development?
c. What do you wish you had been told/given in order to help you develop more?
5. Do you revise/proofread your writing?
 Why/not?
6. How confident are you now in your ability to meet the AE demands in your field of
study?
a. Why?
b. What concern(s) do you still have about writing in your field of study?
7. Is there anything that you’re still worried about with AAE?
 What do you think can be done to help you improve with that thing?
8. What specific advice would you give an incoming ELL student who has to write collegelevel papers?
9. Is there anything that I haven’t asked regarding learning and developing in AAE writing
this semester that you feel I should know?
10. May I ask you follow-up questions in the future?
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Subject will be asked the following set of questions:
1. In reviewing the participants’ portfolios,
a. to what extent do you believe the participants have developed as writers?
 What specific feature(s) can you identify for each participant?
b. what are the features of good writing that you see developing (or not)?
 Could you show me examples of these features in their writing?
c. What features of good writing would you expect the learners to develop as a result
of relying on a culturally responsive heuristic?
d. To what extent are the learners ready to move forward and meet other demands
for academic writing in their chosen disciplines?
2. Is there anything that I haven’t asked regarding the participants’ learning and or
production of AE that you’d like to add?
3. May I ask you follow-up questions in the future?
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Category

Type

Markup

Example

I:
[yes
T: [yeh
Utterance
I: I would like=]
Patterns
=
T:
[But I don’t understand.
Contiguous utterances
I: =Like I was saying.
twenty-five, one oh nine, one hundred
Spelled out
Numbers
thirty-seven
Transcribe as spoken. can't, I'm
Contractions
@
@NAFTA
Pronounced acronyms
Language
~
~Y ~M ~C ~A
Individual letters
Use
*
*poodleish
Non-standard words
absoluPartial words
<Language utterance> <French merci>
Foreign language
“”
But she said “I don’t know.”
Speaker quoting
,
I would like, um, to
Pause
.
Thank you for your help.
Stop
?
Are you sure about that?
Raising tone
:/::
Um:; N::o
Held phoneme
!
No!
Strong emphasis
Intonation
discourse/
Was there anything else?/ Are you
Emphasized word/syllable
discourse
happier?
°
°sylvia°
Decreased volume/ Whisper
discourse
Oh I’m sure you’re right.
Humor
ah, eh, er, oh, uh, mmmhmm
Disfluent speech/ Filled pauses No special markup
-I thought he -- I thought he was there.
Speaker restart
( # of seconds)
(2.0)
Prolonged pause
Problematic
/utterance/
/Pssssh/
Phonetic
Patterns
(( ))
(( ))
Unintelligible speech
((utterance))
They lived ((next door to us)).
Semi-intelligible speech
{SI}
(The breather sighs.)
Sigh
{BR}
(The speaker takes an audible breath.)
Breath
{GA}
(The breather audibly gasps.)
Gasp
(The speaker coughs, or clears his/her
{CG}
Other
Cough
throat.)
Sounds
{LS}
(The speaker smacks his/her lips.)
Lip smack
{LG}
(The speaker laughs.)
Laughter
{HM}
(The speaker hums.)
Humming
{event}
{phone buzzes}
Miscellaneous
cuz
[kʌz]
mmmhmm
[mmhmm]
duh
[dʌ]
mmm-mm
[mmʌmm]
IPA
em
[ɛm]
uh-huh
[ʌhhʌh]
Transcriptions
gotta
[gɑdʌh]
uh-uh
[ʌh ʌh]
of
gunna
[gənʌ]
um
[ʌm]
Disfluent
heh
[hhɛhh]
wanna
[wanʌ]
Speech/
hm
[hʌm]
yay
[jeɪ]
Filled Pauses
m
[m]
yeah
[jɪə]
m’kay
[m’keɪ]
Simultaneous utterances

[ ]
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Markup

Explanation
Cultural Writing Interaction (CWI) – showing awareness of the differences in cultural writing

CWI

patterns/styles between the student’s culture and those of the audience; and/or showing awareness
of changes in writing patterns/styles being made and/or being necessary
(1) demonstrating awareness of the differences in cultural writing patterns/styles between the
student’s culture and that of the audience;
(2) demonstrating ability to isolate the individual variable(s) involved in the differences in cultural
writing patterns/styles.
Tutor-Demonstrated (CWIT)

Student-Demonstrated (CWIS)

Audience Awareness (AA) – showing awareness of the existence and needs of the general audience

AA

and/or a specific audience and/or how to meet those needs
(1) demonstrating awareness of the necessity to change writing patterns to meet the needs of the
audience;
(2) demonstrating changes made to writing patterns to meet the needs of the audience.
Tutor-Demonstrated (AAT)

Student-Demonstrated (AAS)
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Typical Drafting Session
Stage 1: Focus setting
Tutor: “What would you like to work on?”

Typical Revision Session
Stage 1: Review audience commentary
Tutor: “What do you think your teacher wants you to
work on?”

Stage 2: Focus narrowing
Tutor: “What kind/type of error would you like to
focus on?”

Stage 2: Rhetorical situation setting
Tutor: “What are the most common comments your
teacher makes? What effect(s) do you think these
errors had on your teacher?”

Stage 3: Rhetorical situation setting
Tutor: “What would you like to have happen as a
result of this paper?”
Tutor: “What do you think your audience wants from
you with this paper?”

Stage 4: Guided correction
Tutor: “Based on your focus, these places in your
writing seem problematic. Here are some
suggestions. What would you like to do?”

Stage 5: Student correction
Student: “This part looks like what we did over here.
I don’t think it’s right. I think this sentence would
work better this way.”

Stage 3: Focus setting
Tutor: “What one of the common comments do you
want to focus on?”

Stage 4: Guided correction
Tutor: “Based on your focus, these places in your
writing seem problematic. Here are some
suggestions. What would you like to do?”

Stage 5: Student correction
Student: “This part looks like what we did over here.
I don’t think it’s right. I think this sentence would
work better this way.”
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Session #
Paper Topic
Time
Duration
CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

F1

Tutoring Sessions
F2

F3

S4

This I Believe

To Kill a
Mockingbird

To Kill a
Mockingbird

1st Semester
Reflection

58.02

7.52

52.51

68.49

2

10
6
9

18
8
26
9
5

8
6
4
106
19

14
6
120
18

6

15
3
19
172
72

Interviews
CWIS turns
% of interview
AAS turns
% of interview

Initial
21
13.13%
11
6.88%

Medial
7
10.00%
10
14.29%

Terminal
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
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Fall Semester Tutoring Data
Session #
Paper
Topic
Time Duration

CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

F1
Significant
Place
41.17
6
1
1
4
74

F2
Other
67.17
10
26
26
11
1
3
154
99

F3
This I
Believe
21.19
15
7
2
5
165
10

F4

F5

F6

Other

Other

Other

64.11
65
6
6

69.07
19
5
11
3
4
9
20
453
126

36.29
33
1
21
1
4
4

2
10
16
542
81

327
62

F7
To Kill a
Mockingbird
54.33
51
37
6
2
533
74
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Spring Semester Tutoring Data
Session #
Paper
Topic
Time Duration

CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

S8
1st
Semester
Reflection
43.37
9
2
23

S9

S10

S11

S12

S13

S14

Interview
Paper

Interview
Paper

Slumdog
Millionaire

Research
Paper

Research
Paper

Other

81.54
67
5
34
7
8
4
38
519
16

72.01
5
8
19
2
2
3
8
120
37

42.36
23
2
14
5
21
6
4
237
21

60.39
36
26
39
3
4
4
6
209
114

62.05
10

64
36

7

78
11
10
6

10
9
12
144

5
5
8
96

Interviews
CWIS turns
% of interview
AAS turns
% of interview

Initial
15
10.79%
16
11.51%

Medial
5
6.58%
7
9.21%

Terminal
12
12.50%
12
12.50%

374
119
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Fall Tutoring Session Data
Session #
Paper Topic
Time Duration

CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

F1
Significant
Place
55.08
14
7
18
15

F2

F3

F4

Other

Other

Other

40.18
5
14
7
13
6
9
22
17
22

43.58
2

55.16
53
16
9
11
14
18

F5
To Kill a
Mockingbird
71.16
33
9
23
8
8
14

188
29

422
42

7
1
6
12
40
187
26

5
11
29
68
25

Spring Tutoring Session Data
Session #
Paper
Topic
Time Duration

CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

S6

S7

S8

S9

S10

S11

S12

S13

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

65.59
27
16
22
22

60.03
12
25
60
62
14
4
30
211
59

71.34
29
16
15
12
2
11
10
105
92

81.24
58
39
71
37
7
6
39
251
93

137.08
150
65
150
67

50.26
7

118.15
52
34
59
31
7
7
38
242
80

43.2
125
73
140
23
5
4
109
218
76

2
4
111
25

495
185

36
33
7
4
8
228
52
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Interviews
CWIS turns
% of interview
AAS turns
% of interview

Initial
51
15.84%
23
7.14%

Medial
14
11.29%
6
4.84%

Terminal
10
13.51%
5
6.76%
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Fall Tutoring Session Data
Session #
Paper Topic
Time Duration

CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

F1
This I Believe
57.51
47
27
18
7
4
20
131
102

F2
Other
65.16
30
6
47
7
14
8
16
213
33

F3
Other
55.55
9
14
25
10

F4
Other
69.18
20
78
17
33
11
41

261
58

241
177

Spring Tutoring Session Data
S5

S6

S7

S8

S9

1 Semester
Reflection

Visual Rhetoric
Paper

Interview
Paper

Interview
Paper

Interview
Paper

96.53
1
4
35
10

58.49
113
23
164
46
2
2
30
249
59

62.56
8
3
13
17
4

54.23
27
35
26
18
3
1
21
291
29

243.44
113
34
91
6
10

Session #
st

Paper Topic
Time Duration

CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

4
1
101

20
172
30

163
51
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Spring Tutoring Session Data
Session #

S10

S11

S12

S13

Paper Topic

Slumdog
Millionaire

Research
Paper

Research
Paper

Other

59.08
36
26
22
9

34.12
16
17
22
9
4
5
47
71
36

57.17
104
34
55
9
7
9
23
191
95

Time Duration

CWIT
CWIS
AAT
AAS
Drafting - 1
Drafting - 2
Drafting - 3
Drafting - 4
Drafting - 5
Revision - 1
Revision - 2
Revision - 3
Revision - 4
Revision - 5

150
58

93.51
11
1
38
15

4
2
5
248
73

Interviews
CWIS turns
% of interview
AAS turns
% of interview

Initial
12
14.63%
9
10.98%

Medial
5
16.13%
4
12.90%

Terminal
19
19.79%
15
15.63%
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Reflection Paper
In ESL 100 class, which is a special class for international students like me, I wrote three
major papers throughout the semester. The papers are very different according to the context.
The first one is based on our culture experiences. The second one is a personal essay, and finally,
the last one is an analytical response of an American modern classic literature. In addition to that,
I have to write in-class writings, exhibits reviews, and more informally, discussions about 2012
presidential election debates.
I will say three things for what I have learned about writing from this class. They are
formulating ideas, getting familiar with American writing style, and last but not least grammar
and propositional usage.
The first thing I get from the class is formulating ideas. I am a good reader, and of course,
I have read many literatures written in Myanmar language, which is my native language. The
literature that largely influences on me is modernism and postmodernism. They are enjoyable,
extraordinary, and of course, hard to understand sometimes. Under their influences, my
Myanmar writing eventually becomes aesthetic and predominantly abstract. I enjoy such writing
style and keep using it despite very few people can understand what I am telling in my writing.
When I have to write in English in academic setting, I face a big problem not because of my
English, but because of my abstract writing. I still want to use the abstract, but obviously, it is
not fit with academic environment. As a writer who never wrote a logical writing or research
writing, I do not know how to write them. I do not know how I can present my idea and how I
can flow my idea effectively and efficiently. ESL 100 taught me about that, formulating the idea
and presenting it logically and chronically.
The second lesson I get from the class is American writing style. I hardly read English
writings; therefore I do not know how Americans write and what they like. I am extremely good
in Myanmar writing, and I know very well what writing techniques I should use to get attention
from Myanmar. But that does not work in English. The audience is different and they have their
own tastes in the writing. For example, Americans like short and clear writings, whereas
Myanmar prefers a mix of metaphor and proverbs. I am getting familiar and familiar with
American writing because of ESL 100 class. I even believe that I can write the essay very soon
that is perfectly fit for Americans.
Grammar and propositional usage is the last thing I get from the class. I am very
interested in learning grammar although some people say it is too boring. Learning grammar is
very enjoyable for me, and of course, I thought I was good in it. In fact, I am a very beginner in
grammar, and my knowledge in it is very limited. Fortunately, my grammar has been getting
improved by writing the assignments and following the instructions from ENGL 103 class. I now
have a good understanding on tense consistency as well as propositional usage.
In conclusion, I know that my writing is getting improved because of ENGL 103. I got
three things about writing from the class. I can now formulate the idea more effectively. I am
more familiar with American writing, and I believe my knowledge in grammar and propositional
usage is getting better.

